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ABS TRACT 


This study was. designed to investigate the expectations 
held: fer-the role of. the elementary-junior high school princi- 
pal by superintendents, principals, and peeener and how 
teacher sub-groups, classified on the basis of eight. demo- 
graphic characteristics, differed in their expectations. 

The principals in thirty-six elementary-junior high 
schools in Alberta were used as focal positions, and two 
hundred seventy-eight teachers and twenty superintendents as 
weldv’as the principals «were used as. counter positions, 

This Study sinves tigated expectations for the role, of 
the principal’ first on the  inter-group basis and then on: the 
intra-group basis between and among teacher sub-groups which 
were determined on the basis of sex, marital status, age, 
Beda Ol, veacn norexpeticnce, teacher training, recency of 
training, “and grade taught. 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two Sample Test. of Significance 
was used to test the agreement between the two independent 
Sets Of distributions because it concerns 1tseli withethe 
greatest: difference in. the cumulative distributaon at any 
ene point on the rating scale, 

The fifty-four items on the questionnaire were grouped 
into: the categories of che, aS pe atcrabuteseand principal's 
behavior. The principal's behavior was considered under 


school-management behavior, staff-relations behavior, and 
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community and professional behavior. 

The three pesitien groups tended, to differ in their 
éxpectatiens on items relating to,.the principal's school- 
management behavior, staff-relationships behavior, community 
and. professional: behavior and to a much lesser. extent on the 
Principals atiributes. 

tems related to the principal’s attributes and 
community and professional behavior did not identify differ- 
ences in teacher sub-groups to any extent except the age-sub- 
Proups which differed on several items related to. the 
principal's attributes. 

Sub-groups based on religion and marital status did 
net ditier en any of the .expectatzrons, items. 

Teacher sub-groups based: on:sex,: age,-.teaching experi- 
ence, years of teacher training, recency. of. teacher training 
and grade taught differed on items related to the principals 
school-management behavior while only sex, age, and teaching 
experience sub-groups were found to, differ on items related 
EG thee principals’ stafti-relationship behavior, 

The over-all impression of this: study was that: the 
elementary-junior- high principal should give serious consider- 
ation to differences found between. position groups and to 


teacher sub-groups.based on age and teaching experience. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 


ine expectations of principals, superintendents and 
teachers may be considered important: factors in: defining 
tnesrole of the’ principal. A comparison of some of. the 
expectations) held by“these groups along with an investi- 
gation of teacher sub-group expectations should provide 
ethedoninei cht yin’ this connection, It. seems probable 
that information obtained from such an investigation may 
pepusetulonn cdarifyinghthesrelerofhthe)prancipai)andein 
ieereasunelhisiertectivenessee ithase eee that: 
s: -apaincepad scoed¢tenutindsthemselvesi in 

Situations where different groups have 

conflicting expectations with regard to the 

Function they, should perform and. ways. in 

which they should operate.1 
iiss the school board may conceive the principal's role as 
BidtwOLueClassroolpilnspeetor in. terms of erriciency of 
management while teachers may look to the principal to 
advance their ianterests.. Chdse adds that imiless cuch 
conflicts can be resolved, leadership operates under a 
heavy handicap.” One of the primary concerns of principals 


should be to bring about harmony between expectations and 


2 
performance. 


tErancis 5S. Uldse,= tow to Meer Teacher’ s* Expectations 
Or Leadersinp oAdminastrator’s: Notebook, 1:1, April, 1953, 
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ees TATeMEN, OF THE PROBLEM 


HhesprTincipallecannet= Minimize the importance .of 
MOLGReXxpectatlons it Nexis. tO be, Successful in the admin- 
PstratLon ot a Sciool., “Inwvaddition to. discovering what 
expectations actually exist, the principal is interested 
iyeae termining wie tier iIndutyiduals= in’ related roles agreé 


or disagree on expectations for his attributes and behavior. 


thes Probiem 

Pts Study=wossdesi pned. Toy iInvestioate the 
epee pets ons neld ter. thew 1 ole” OT wtne-eiementary~ junior 
nen scneol* principal by principals,“superintendents > and 
teachers; and how teacher sub-groups, classified on the 
Basis Of C€ight, demographic characteristics, differed in 


Evert recxpectatlons. 


Sub- problems 


The two sub-problems were identified on the basis 
Of posi cron’ groups and»teacher sub-groups. 

(1)* sDeweducatiaonal position groups: -- principals, 
superintendents, and: teachers -- differ in the 
role expectations which they hold for the 
elementary-junior high principal? 

(2). Do the teacher sub-groups, classified on the 
basis of demographic characteristics, differ 


in the role expectations which they hold for 
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the, elementary >juniorshigh iprincipal? 
The following eight demographic characteristics were 
examanedsnsex, amaribalkhys tatus, nage ,hreligion, ateaching 
expervencer | teacherat hain ing; crecency trofctraining ;hand 


grade taught. 
Il, SLGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM 


To-understand,teachers' expectations. is not an end 
in Leek’ sbutsrnatherstherncansiof#promoting teacher morale, 
enthusiasm, and satisfaction. The principal may agree that 
these group characteristics are important, but by knowing 
Some, ningeOmelemraturerot teacher expectations,’ he 15 in.a 


Peeter posteron cto, lead. thevgroup.etfectively. 


Morale 
Morale-is«relatedeto teachers expectations, 
When teachers' expectations are fulfilled 
With regard to the- leadership of. administrators 
and supervisors, , their morale.soars; when their 
expectations are disappointed, morale takes a 
nose dive. 
Enthusiasm 
Closely related to morale is teacher enthusiasm 


which. 2s also a function of teachers expectatione.. Arter 


completing a study directly related to this topic, Chase 


Sprancis S. Chase, ''Professional Leadership and 
Teacher Morale,'' Administrator's Notebook, 1:1, March, 1953. 
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eoncludédithat when: teachers Pyechaevent with regard 
to the leadership tof thewprincipal-arepmetypin«anhigh 
déepreé  etheresareiroughiy seventy chances tinwaihundred 
thatetheyiwi lilsbéxenthusiasticrabout,. teaching iin’ the 'school 
and less than one chance in a hundred of active 
dissatisfaction. 
Wetmay Gaddetharewhensteachers'texpectations 

of leadership are poorly met, the chances for 

énthustasmvare reduced tovas*lowsas ten-in a 

hundred, and the chances for serious dissatis- 

faction rise correspondingly. 4 
Satisfaction 

MOVEr est COlilmisa lis Tactioneeisswerytmniearly synonymous 

with Chase's "morale"! and "enthusiasm."!' His study was: based 
on the theory. that -followers' attitudes and expectations’ in 
a ee eeD Say Situation are of crucial importance in deter- 
mining =the success of: aun aCviIveeyeandy ly turn, an measuring 
the individual and group, satisfaction derived by those. 
people im téracting i the, situation. Moyer suggests that 
teachers develop a particu}ar expectancy as to how the 
principal should feel and ety San Geal them. He also found 
that—eroups show-a high level of satisfa€tion whén there is 
a high amount of agreement or homogeneity as to the kind of 


leadership with which the members desire to.work. 


bid yaprt oe 


oi ay s 
Donald C. Moyer, "Leadership That Teachers Want," 
Administrator's Notebook, 3:.),..March, 1955. 





Role, Comslice 

A contrasting view of the concepts presented above 
may be expressed'in.terms of role conflicts which are 
avoided (only ‘astexpectations (are met. t+The principal's 
role of leadership is composed of the demands of the 
situation, his town tconceptof “the principal's role, ‘and 
the expectations of the superintendent and teachers with 
revgard to-hignnolesircthasecstatées: that: 


When. the expectations.of the group are 
appropriate to the situation and coincide with 
the. leader'’s:own concept ‘of:his ‘role, the 
epportunsores foreeficetivevleadérship are 
good. When such harmony. does not exist, satis- 
factory Mperiormancetof tithe sleadership trole-is 
difficult, if not impossible. ® 


A summary of.the evidence presented: by Chase, / 


7) 10 


Yarborough, ° Becker andsscildy emphasize the importance 


of studies investigating expectations. 


Chase, Piow to Meet, Téachers* Expectations of 
Peadership,:” loc. cit. 


"Chase, "Professional Leadership and Teacher Morale," 
LOC. Cl ts 


Ssoseph W. Yarborough, "Morale is a Number of Things," 
Lilinows:, Education. 45 72140-1351, December, 21949. cited vy 
Chase, "How to Meet Teachers' Expectations of Leadership," 
LOC. CE, 

i eacy Becker, ‘'Role,and: Career Problems of ..the Chicago 
Publve Schools Teacher" “ainpublished. Doctoral dissertation, 
The University sor Co1caca,  Chitcaga 261951). «cited. by Chase, 
LoCo CLGs 

10 emily M. Scully, "Personnel Administration in, Public 
Education: A Study in Human Relationships" (unpublished 
Doctoral dissertation, The University of Wisconsin, 1945), 
Ciereauby, Chase, 10c. cit. | 
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(1) There is an exceedingly close relationship 
between teachers' evaluation of the leader- 
ship given by administrative and supervisory 
officers and. the extent of their.satisfaction 
in working in a given school or school system. 

(2) Teachers! evaluations of leadership are 
determined largely by the degree-to which 
leaders conform, to. expected roles. 

(3) Teachers! expectations with respect to the 
role of leaders arise from their own needs, 
theara.basie-concepts of the. respective roles 
of teachers, administrators, and supervisors, 
and their response to leadership past and 
present. 

(4) Professional leaders need to understand the 
expectations of teachers in order to bring 
about etfective group action. 

Equipped with the knowledge of a group's expectations, 
the principal could increase the group's effectiveness by 
seeking to unify and harmonize the prevailing differences 
among them, and at the same time, attempt to bring his own. 
leadership behavior into a compatible relationship with his 


group. 
TIds ie DELIMITATION OF y>THEaPROBLEM 


(1) This investigation was confined to certain 
Selected areas of expectations fer the 
elementary-junior high principal. These areas 
included attribute expectations, school manage- 
ment expectations,.staff relationship expecta- 
tions, and community and professional expecta- 


tions.. 
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(2) Only teachers and principals of schools 
with elementary or junior high school grades 
were included as respondents. 

C3)°" Thes anp le “for *this’'s tudy was °drawn “from Sthe 
population of principals, superintendents, 
and teachers of divisional and county school 
systems which have a provincially-employed 
Superintendent. 

(4) "The: demographic ‘characteristics were restricted 
to include (sex, marital ‘status Page ,crefigion; 
teaching #experrence s teacher training} .recency 
oF "training ; rand “orades "taught. 

(5)' ‘Role theory differentiates between relational 
and situational. specifications. This study 


Was “restr feted sto Ethe tre lationship Specifireations. 
1V.. DEFINITION OF. TERMS 


(1). Principal, {Slhis "termiswas used ‘with reference to 
the officially designated administrative head of a school.. 
(2)+.Position. ~.A posa tion was ecnerally seen cas og 
place or location in a social system. ,;it implies .a° Veollection 
Glurights- or duties."+? It may be the office a person holds, 


the social «class cor 7ereipation:. 


11palph Linton, The Study of Man (New York: Appleton- 
Century aGompany, 1930), p. 115. _ 
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(SjenRoles: <Thiscwasi definedyaslatpattern of 
activity of what a person had to do in order to validate 
his eligibility: for ithe; position he holds. 7? Linton 
defined the term .as a collection of rights and.duties 
representing the dynamic, aspect of a status occupied by 
an individual in society.?° 

(4) RoletExpectations; "Grosssdefined role 
expectations as a set of evaluative standards applied to 
an incumbent of a particular position.?4 

(S)7 RolehConfinct.gndhismtermt wasxmseda tonmreferlito 
hes exposurerefe ther indavidualointlas givencpoesitiontto 
incompatible behavior expectations which cannot be fulfilled 
realistically. 

UO Rete rence “Group. -Ihvs referred to a group of 
relevant individuals occupying the. same position in the 
formal structure, held to be especially significant by a 


role incumbent or actor, and capable of imposing sanctions. 


(/OAt Attributes Expectationsens This tlermrawasoused 


tus diiam Clark Trow,.'’Role.Funetions of the. Teacher 
in the Instructional Group," The Dynamics of. Instructional 
Groups, Fifty-ninth Yearbook of the National Society for the 
Study of Education, Part 11 (Chicago: -University of. Chicago 
Press 2 ID 0) Ae De wi 


13; inton, 1 OC .. Clits 


14Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and A.W. McEachern, 
Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John Wiley and 
SOD S.,\e| DGei: vanbs oat 


13Meivin Seeman, Social Status and Leadership, 
(Golumbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, 1960), p. 39. 
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Worth reverence) "to "characte fisitics, «qualities ,-or background 
expected: Ge personstfralling the position of principal. 

(8) School Management Expectations. This referred 
Legvenavier expected Ofethe principal an terms of.his 
general organizational performance and modus operandi 
involving students. 

(9) Staff Relationship Expectations. This term-was 
HocumtomreteretG behavior expected of the principal in 
terms of his assisting and working with teachers. 

(10) Professional and Community Expectations. This 
meonerred, to behavior expected of the principal in terms of 
his contacts with parents, and with professional and 


community organizations. 
V.- SUMMARY 


This chapter raised two specific problems.’ Do 
Pprinctpals’ srererence, groups such as teachers and superin- 
tendents differ in their expectations for the role. of the 
Principal: and, do teacher sub-croups, Cclassiiried on, the 
besis of demographic characteristics, differ in their 
expectatrons for this Tole? 

Justification for studying this problem was found in 
the literature which emphasized the relationship between 
teachers' expectations and teachers' morale, enthusiasm, 
satisfaction,.and role conflict.. 


It was concluded that a study of expectations would 
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enable the principal to be more effective in the admin- 
| istration Ofathne schoo liiyc., 4 
RELATED ‘THEORY AND RESEARCH 


awry ii ROLE THEORY 


Many Ge rinati Or of the term tyls 
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CHAPER Palit 
RELATED: THEORY AND RESEARCH 
DP. ESROLE STHEORY: 


Many ede tuniteonsiot the term role have been presented 
anjthe literature of the social sciences and a number of 
studies have been undertaken in an attempt-to clarify the 
relationship of individuals and groups to multiple social 
wo tcenG .  WOtle VartoOus Concepts represent. different 
aisciplines, the majority of the literature bearing on the 
Lopic has, been produced by.writers representing social 
psychology and anthropology. In spite of some fundamental 
differences in their formulations,’‘the authors, are concerned 
with the same phenomena. Three basic ideas which appear in 
mest Ot the conceptualizations, considered, if not.in the 
definitions of role themselves, are that individuals: 

(1) in social locations (2) behave (3) with reference to 
expectations.! Most authors have used the role concept to 
embrace the normative aspect of social behavior. They 
postulate that people do. not behave in a random manner; but 
that their behavior is influenced, among other things, by 


their own.expectations. and those. of others in the group 


INeal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and A.W. McEachern, 
Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John Wiley and 
ons .e ui ncwe lt pupae ps 
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or society in which they are participants. Authors are 

not in complete agreement regarding the derivation of 
expectations: but regardless,of- the, derivation, "expectations 
are presumed by most role, theorists to be, an-essential 
ingredient in any formula for predicting social behavior. 
Human conduct is in part a function of expectations." 
Because some expectations apply to certain individuals and 
Hotgtospothers, pit-1is necessary to specify<anyindividual!s 
Peecatstonyinysocgialarelationship systems,,or his "relational 
identities," in order to determine what expectations are 
held for him. An additional. component involved in some role 
conceptualizations-is that expectations are assigned to 
individuals on the basis of their.locations or positions in 
social systems. 

Social psychologists have recognized.that the fields 
of cultural anthropology and sociology have contributions 
to make to a study of an individual's values, attitudes, 
and. behayiore »Linton ,ewhose rwritingseon}-roles}ijand “role 
expectations), reflect athe yanthropologist's-intereségin 
culture, formulated a number of concepts and introduced 
terms pertaining to culture which have become basic in 
present-day role theory. 

This construct of culture has had an impact on the 


Sciences concerned with social man, and consequently on the 
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study of interpersonal relationships. Psychologists have 
been forced to broaden their frame of reference to include 
extrapersonal initaddition toy interpersonal forces<in 
explorations of personality and individual behavior. The 
concepts of anthropology have been beneficial to the 
sciences concerned with man, but perhaps the major contri- 
bution has been the anthropologist's acceptance of the task 
of uncovering the covert behavior patterns or "blueprints 
for behavior". of society.” 

[Ianten's formulations have been especially valuable 
iy deainingutermse -riies detiness thenplacetans auparticular 
System whachas Cegtains indi vadualtoceupiestat’ a particular 
time as his status*with respect’ to that system. He defines 
the term role) ashivepresenting, the sum? total ofnthec culture 
patterns associated with a particular status. He states 
Ehat.a role: 

includes the attitudes, values. and behavior 
ascribed by the society to any and all persons 
CCCupying this status. It can: even be. extended, 
tovinclude: the legitimate: expectationsoofisuch 
persons with respect to the behavior toward them 
of persons in. other statuses within the same 
system.... An individual's roles are: learned on 


the basis of his statuses, either current or 
antreipatedy Insolar asSiit represents jevert 


Wickets OU. 


+ Ralph Linton, at a ony ManJ({ New Work., Appleton- 
Century Company, 1936), 
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behavior, a role is the dynamic aspect of a 
status; what the individual has to do in 
order: to validate his occupation of the status. 
Linton's influence may also be seen in Newcomb, 
one of the psychologists who has clearly recognized: the 
potential contributions of sociology. and anthropology to 
the analysis of an individual's values, attitudes and 
behavior... Newcomb uses the term position in place of 
-Linton's status, and points out. that positions are always 
associated-with roles. Newcomb clarifies his viewpoint: 
The ways of behaving which are expected of 
any individual who occupies a certain position 
constitute the role (or, as many writers use the 
term, social role) associated with the position 
i A Position, as Linton’s term—'status” 
impivess ws somethinehstatacgnrtinseatplacecinoa 
Structure, recognized by. members. of the- society 
and accorded by them to one or more individuals. 
ASToLe, een the ether hand,;is-something dynamic: 
lgnrefersutoebehavnorsofotheroccupants ofj\a 
Pesaelon,-- netytovall| their behavior, *as a ee 
but to what)they do as occupants of'the position. 
Newcomb's formulation clearly differentiates between 
the concept of prescribed role which designates expected 
behavior,eand;role*behavior-whichrrefersato the actual 
behayiernet.a position incumbent. He points out, that 


although individual variations. of roles are possible, other 


persons usually act toward the incumbent as an occupant of 


Ralph Finvon, the Cultural Backeround Of, Personality 
(New York: Appleton-Century Company, it) Die la 


Theodore M. Newcomb, Social Psychology (New York: 
The- DrydémeP res 94.1950), p. 280.— 
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the particular position and expect him to react accordingly. 
Consequently he must, for the most part, follow what are 


the prescrabedaresponses’ fornhisiposition. 


Position 

Theeternipesitronnwillibesused.totreferatooths 
ships.’ LG teedestiecpitstowsepurate the idealofi location 
from the relationships which define it because persons cannot 
be described without describing their relation to other 
individuals -- positions imply the relationships and the 
relationships imply the positions. 

Gross et al warn that in any investigation of social 
welationsiiips the. investigator must:-be explicit in specifying 
Met only a subject population but alsa an, object population. 
Bimalariy, in the analysis ofa particular position certain 
Pspeciltications. are necessary in order that. the objects of 
analysis will be clear."° Two aspects of position specif- 
Peatwon Yequire attentien -; the: relational and the 
Situational. 

In considering social relationship, Roethlisberger 
comments: 

There is not complete homogeneity of behavior 


between individuals or between one group of 
indtyiduals and another, but rather there are 


Gross, Opi clte, Pp. 48, 
OT iduorp. 50. 








16 


differences of behavior expressing 
differences in social relationship. 
Individuals conscious of their membership 
INMCeTCAINeSTOUNS arery reacting 1n) certain 
accepted ways to other individuals 
representing another group. Behavior 
varies according to these’ stereotyped 
conceptions of relationships. 


Newcomb further emphasizes the. interrelationship 


of positions: ae 
By 
Thus the positions, which are the smallest 
erement--—" thee construction bIGekslGer of 
SOciettes andsorganaized groups are inter= 
related and consistent because they are 
organized to common ends. From one point 
of view then, societies and organized groups 
eaters EruUCLUTES «6b POSLtLOns which are 
Oreaived to reach certain goals: Since 
eveTyepoOSttton 1s a part .Of an. inclusive 
system of positions, no one position has 
any meaning apart from the other positions 
te whieh it 1s Yelated? 


The last sentence in this quotation suggests the 
mature Of the problem which confronted the investigator. 
Ifa particular position has no meaning apart from other 
posi tiens, it? 1s necessary. in focusane ‘on ‘one ’posatwon, 
to specify the other positions with which the analysis 
wi be "concerned, 

Gross et.al have developed the concept ef anter- 
relationship €ven further.+5 They present. aytheore tical 


framework in the form of a dyad model for studying the 


. PEritz J. Roethlisberger, "Blueprint Organization and 
Social Structure," Human Relations in Administration, Robert 
Dubin, editor (New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951), pp. 21- 
JAAN 


10 Newcomb, OPnggC8 t ae P ae c/e 
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relationship between. a particular (‘itecal") position, and 
ane other (“counter )” position... THisietsjeyepresented in a 
modified diagram in Figure 1. In this instance, the school 
principal is in the focal position, and a school teacher is 
in 42 counter position. t4 

pomore, Complete ispecatication of the focal position 
ef the principal mightjinclude its relationships toe teachers 
and superintendents as well as school board members.- Figure 
@eitjustrates the position-centric imededigii which the focal 
Pes. CLon, BS Specitied bye its Telationship to three -counter 
positions. 

the=poesiLion-centric model does-not: provide for 
Consideration of relationships among counter positions. 
Hnese Velatvonships are ilhiistrated in Figure.3, the system 
model. 

The present investigation was based on a slight 
modification of these models. In order to accommodate 
the first hypothesis, the system model,was used with one 
GE the cCouter positions being occupied by the principal 
(Figure ire 

The s#cond hypothesis utilized the dyad model (see 
Figure 1) as far as position was: concerned. The counter 
position, however, was divided/into: two, three, ‘or four, 


sub-groups with each of these indicating expectations (Figure 
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FIGURE 1 


A DYAD MODEL 
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FIGURE 3 


A SYSTEM MODEL 
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FIGURE 4 


A SCHOOL SYSTEM MODEL 
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A MODIFIED DYAD MODEL 
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Inyaddition to the ‘relational. specification jra 
second specification concerns the situational context in 
which the position may be examined. The first -.type. of 
Situational specification is almost geographical in nature. 
For example, this study of the principalship was. centered 
in the provinge* of Albertans After a’spécific tcommunity 
had been chosen, other situational factors could have been 
eenstcered == the size of the community, the resources 
available, and. so on, 

Two aspects of position are always present, the 
helacrenaliand ‘the situational. It,is amportant to note 
Peat ehestwo.cress-cut each other. A position) with a 
eertain relational specification may be studied in. several 
Slcudtleonal COnNtexts, and-a posatien Ina certain 
Situational, context may be-.viewed with several different 
relational. specitications. .Emphasis has been placed on 
the relational aspect because of its importance in. the 
study while the situational aspect was introduced merely 


COovrecognize ats .existence. 


Expectations 


Networks of positions can be analyzed with respect 
to how the incumbents of positions should interact with 
each~ether-or—-how they actually do. interact.with each other. 
If the anatysis is concerned with how the- actor should 


behave, it deals with expectations. An expectation is 
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defined-by Gross et al,-as an evaluative standard. applied 
to an incumbent of a position: 2? 
Inveoncrete interdctien situations the 

expectations that one actor holds for a 

Specrirc incumbemtvor a position are in 

part a function of his relational and 

Situational: spetm fications, of this Position. 

In addition, they may be partly a function 

of-his®perceptiren ef the other positions, the 

incumbent occupies. 1 
To illustrate, we may consider the case of an actor who may 
See a persen as anlincumbent ofathesposition of principal. 
Another actor may see the same person as an incumbent of the 
positions of principal and male. Thus different perceptions 
Way tesult in drererent expectations, The: gncunbent's 
personal characteristics and demographic characteristics may 
also influence the expectations which a particular actor 
helds for “him. Thus“it is evident that. expectations held 
for position incumbents may be functions of many conditions. 

Figure prillustrates Brookover's- concept Of =anactor 

in a given role whose behavior is determined through a 
precess. of interaction between Bis tself-tmvelvemen? in¢the 
role, and hiS definition of what-~he ;thinks others.expect, of 
him in it. "Behavior in interactions is MotMtixedsom static 
\) 


but involves continuous. reassessment by the actors of others 


expectations, and.redefinitions by others of their. 
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expectations as situations change. 14. 


Enpurvealtsrudyicitrolepdéfinition canbe 
conducted at any of three levels. In research 
concerned with the individual level, an 
investigator may seek to determine what 
expectations an individualyholds for the 
incumbent of another position. For the 
iIMmvestigatroneof. problems at.a group level, 
he would wish to identify the expectations 
which are held by group members for the 
PneUuNbeNnt Of aepesition, At. the third level, 
the *research problém might require asking’ the 
incumbent of a focal’/position what expectations 
he thinks are held for him by incumbents. of 
counter positions. When dealing with rele 
Studies tat Sthe isecond ior °group Level) ‘and 
au thes thing, level, the problems of role 
cousensus and role conflict require 
consideration. 


Role iConflict 

Befone idiscussing trole tcomflict fran *in troductory 
paragraph will be devoted to communication between members 
of a social system. 

Newcomb points. out that expectations rest on shared 
norms and this idea in turn suggests the importance of 
communication between group members in arriving at. group 


16 


standards. - The imposing of sanctions also indicates 


some means, direct or subtle, of expressing the likes and 


dislikes of, the group tor, the pertormancevet ithe indavadual. 


Tab". Brookover, "Research on Teacher and Administrator 
Roles,'' The: Journal of Educational. Sociology, 29:3, September, 
LOS 


1sarry GweSherk, ThesExpectations “dnd: iPerceptirons’ of 
Principals for the Role of the Provincially Appointed Superin- 
tendent of Schools in Alberta" (unpublished Master's thesis, 
Wien Virrvemsi ty of Alberta, 1964), p. 15. 


16Newcomb, op, Cit., p. 528-29. 
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Jackson expresses throughout his writings, the feeling 
that incomplete communication between the actor and the 
observers is often the basis for poor performances on the 
part ofthe role player and; the resulting dissatisfaction 
of the group members. _/ 
GLosela srehated «eto hthe yroblem sof, cinite r-)-and’ Anvtra- 
group: scommunw¢atioen,.1s sthe -conceptyvef-role conflict. 
Seeman has defined role conflict as ''the exposure of the 
individual in a given position to incompatible behavioral 
expectations, "18 
Ackew writers:thave suggested .that many ofthe, rele 
conflicts fall into broad categories and: that such,a group- 
ing 1s essentially fruitful in analyzing man's common 
dilemmas. Parsons established five dichotomies as being 
patterns by which cultural, social system, and personality 


: Typical .of his dechotemies 


conflicts would be od tae 
would be that of self orientation versus collective 


orientation. ..Faced with this conflict,.the person must 


11 Say Jackson, “Structural Characteristics sou WNerns..) 
The Dynamics of Instructional Groups, Fifty-ninth, Yearbook 
of the National Society, ter the Study of Education, Part 11] 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), pp. *136-163. 

18velvin Seeman, Role’ Conflict ‘and Ambivalence in 
Leadership,'' The Sociolo Gof Education, , Robert. R. “Bell, 
editor (Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey Press, .1962), pp. 297-312. 

19 ralcott Parsons and Edward Shils, “Part 2: Values, 
Motives, and Systems of Action," Toward a General Theory of 
Action, Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils, editors 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1959), 
PPi144o 52 KO. 


ely 
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choose between. acting on. the basis of the needs and interests 
of a few or acting in a manner to benefit the general 
welfare. 

Seeman's, four, bi-polarities common to conflict 
Situations are somewhat similar to those. of Parsons. His 
four dimensions involve the status dimension (we praise 
success in others but criticize someone for working for it), 
the authority dimension (dependence versus independence), 
the institutional dimension (functional versus emotional 
considerations), and the means versus ends Haneneinece 
Seeman sought to test the value of such groupings in his 
research on rele.» 

While Seeman actually tried to test the value of 
investigating role) conflict. under broads conflict) groupings, 
most "researchers have limited their study by isolating 
eharacterasticsy ofiroleyconflict  andalocating the sources 


£4 Operating on. the premise that approval 


of coniPicErnst} 
or disapproval can be located as a point on a continuum, 
Jackson has proposed that conflict be studied in terms of 
determining a ''range of tolerable behavior."" Jackson 


hypothesized that a role occupant operates in very narrow 


limits on some expectations and thereby has a high potential 


20 ceman, Onmeches pe 200-500. 


*leaivin Maprtazien, “Role Expectations “of the 
Elementary Principal as Perceived by Superintendents; Principals 
and Teachers" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, The 
University ©: Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 1964), p. 28. 
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for conflict. In-other*°areas, the expectations, allow a 
wide latitude in the performance of. the role and there is 


a minimum of Sen eeieess? 


Ti. RELATED RESEARCH 


In Section I of Chapter II, a distinction was drawn 
between ftwo “basie=typées of ‘specifications, -- ‘the "relational 
and tthe sPtuationals© *Researchérs “have "tended to ‘examine 
expectations "from one lor the other of * these (viewpoints. 
Study has generally been given.to the expectation differences 
between two or more positions or focus has centered on the 
Situational -intluencéson“éxpectations:. 

Since one of the delimitations of this study was 
the fexclustonsof Othetsituational “factors; only “the related 
studiés ‘which deal with the ‘relational aspect of position 
were 1neludedtinethe treviewntof *lurerature. 

Ploghoft's Nebraska study of teacher and principal 
expectations would be illustrative of the focus on locating 
position differences, *-Using'a mailout “questionnaire, 
Ploghoft compared the responses of one hundred and two 
elementary teachers and an equal number of principals on 
eochierretirrryecheduie items.. Some, significant differences 
were found in the ranking of the responses dealing with 


curriculum, while a fairly high wagreement.appeared:.to exist 


22 tackson, VOCs; Cit. 
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on the unimportance. of several administrative clerical 
tasks.“° 
Merigis, in his Oklahoma, study, reviewed writings 
of leading educators. and thirty-seven recommendations 
regarding principal-staff relationships. These propositions 
were then submitted to teachers and principals to determine 
the, degree, of acceptance. of these ideas bythe two groups. 
Merigis found. that teachers. tended to be much more hesitant 
than.the principals in approving the suggestions. +The two 
groups«<tended.to greater:agreement on«the;principal's«part 
in community relations, than they did on the principal's 
actionssanebualdangymatterysen, Whererpositionedisagreements 
Were woducated,onvythenmail-outdquestionnaire;iMerigis 
conjectured as to the basis for these differences, but lacked 
évidencé,for his study ;-toe support these explanations." 
A-recent.dissertation study sought to-establish the 
expectations for a high school principal in Hawaii by 
secondary teachers and island administrators. Based on 
questionnaire responses of one hundred and twenty-one teachers 


and eighty-nine administrators, the research found many areas 


GLuaprecment. However; points of Contlict were identified an 


23Mi ton Ex sPloghoft, \"'AneEvaludtionfofsPreparation;for 


thegPrincipalship,'' National Elementary Principal,.42747-50, 
February, 1963. 


24 arry di? Meyipes an Attatudinal ;Datiferences Between 


Principals and Teachers,'' National Elementary Principal, 
AU sre oe Arid, “LOG T. 
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the expectations of the two groups in regard to such matters 
as the dress of the principal, amount of communication 
provided by*the ‘principal ;tandpthecdegree (of ‘domination 
shown «by the principale(teachers expresséed®a'desire ‘for a 
more dominating principal than that preferred by his 
Superiors). The writer explored variations in the expecta- 
tions of various Sub-groups based on sex, age, locale of 
training, “and thé ethnic-racial background of the respondents. 
While finding semée+significant differences in tthe responsés 
efetheséseroeups,) the conejudedpthatamost/ differences were (te 
be found in comparing the main position groups.°> 
Some research has been directed to the expectations 
held by*non=proféessignal ‘groups for®*the position of ‘principal. 
Imtaes tudwirecent by ’Garrredwout cin (Alberta, 1 Dean sMeMulien 
iiyestivatedithe-difterences in expectations between rural 
and urban teachers, and rural and urban parents.°° 
Ine-acsimilares tidy ucarried (our ineWesiternsWashington, 
students and parents, as well as teachers, were asked to 
complete questionnaires asking the respondents to report the 


actual behavigr of theiryelémentary principal and, indicate 


2° atyin K. Chang, "Role Norms to Guide Administrative 
Selection and Training" (unpublished Doctoral. dissertation, 
University¢of (Stanford) 1963). (Reported injFraziery ops-cit., 
pe 55% 
*Onean McMullen, "Comparative Investigation of the 
Role of the Rural and Urban Principal" (unpublished Master's 
Thesis, wlhe University »of Alberta, Edmonton, .July,,..1966). 
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characteris tics of «the “ideal principals: ‘The reports and 
preferences of the 4,186 participants have some interesting 
implications... Teachers rated principals quite high in their 
contribution to helping teachers assess their classroom 
performance... However, cbecause ‘teachers shad such a strong 
desire for the principal to perform, his task, ratings of 

the "real'' and "actual" principal deviated considerably from 
eacimrothérim As -seenaby thecteacherss.the highest rated 

trait for tthe “real” prancipal was his tcapacity tonmmderstand 
the objectives of the school program. In comparison to the 
other two groups, parents appeared to show a greater 
discrepancy between the two images. In general, mothers were 
more, concerned about human qualities of the principal, while 
fathers wanted a principal who could run things and keep 
parents informed. “? 

Two companion studies done at Stanford used the 


Critical Wnerdent technique” to study the reports of 


7 perceptions. of the Elementary Principal's Role, The 
Report, df.a Research study. conducted jointly, by principals of 
Region Li P"of the Washingtom Elementary Sclioo | Principals 
Association and the Psychological Services Centre: at the 
Western Washington College of Education (Seattle, Washington: . 
Washington, Education, Association, 1959), pp. J-J2. Reperted in 


EV aZ1GY s Olt geil selene. 


"The, Critica. Micident. tecinigie Consists. OL. 44 set of 
procedures. for—collecting direct observations of human. behavior 
it, SUCH “da Way. as COylaclittace:.cuein potential Useruiness *1n 
solving practical problems and developing broad psychological 
principles. 


By an incident is meant any observable human activity 
tesueowsUtLmiciencly commlete an aitseli to permit inferences 
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teachers“® and parents** relative to effective and 
ineffective actions of the principal.. Members of the two 
eroups were askéd to. consider those acts of the principal 
that tended to help or hinder-the resolution of some’ recent 
problem observed by the respondent. The results of such 


ot 


studies lack statistical support bute do offer sone, insight 


fro ene expectations of andividuals for the behavior of the 
Dreier palmiunder scertain Circumstances, 

A third study employing the critical incident 
technique was carried out by Walters at Stanford University 


in an attempt to identify areas of principal behavior which 


and predictions to be made about the person performing the 
eco. JO™be CLitical, am incident) mus, occur in a situation 
naGte Micamur pose Or ntenn Or ele act Seems. fdirty Cledr to 
Pie ONSenver and where 1ts Consequences are sufficiently 
seit ce cOmicave (TLL Le OuDt, CONCeImming its ertrects., 


Complete description of the Critical Incident Technique 
Way be Teund iso Pbanagan,;.John,C. "The Critical Incident 
Pech ver tiaiPsyicheilivomcalksBulthet im, tSde: S2es358, ules LOS4, 


48) eland L aMe dskere 1) Therehol sof ttle: Ehemembary wachoo 1 
Principal as Viewed by Teachers": (unpublished, Doctoral 
dissertation, Stanford University, 1954). 

297 awrence R.tcBueEtinetomy {ihe sJob tot ctlce ghthementary 
School Principal as Viewed by. Parents". (unpublished 
Dectoral dissertation, Stanford in ive rsatty, gos) : 

sO Nobert WitBunn si) d'SiecessieGuinterna amd fthetCehoy 
Technigque,'’ Phi’ Delta Kappan, 38:73-75, November, 1930; 
JeSe<Corbadiys- “A Second Look at-the C.1. Technique,” 

Phas VebMeavkanven, 58214147) January, 1957: J.S, Corbally, 
"The Critical Incident Technique and Educational Research," 
Hducatpronagl ResisarcniBu lLlerimpypssasiaoziprarch 7) h9: 56°. 
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were considered most crucial in determining success.or 
failure in the principal's administrative -role. Walter's 
Study investigated the, job of the high school principal as 
seen by California city superintendents. After interviewing 
twenty-five superintendents, he found that the effective 
principal was perceived by superintendents: as being an able, 
responsible man of authority who had personal convictions, 
was decisive, knew the aims of. the school, promoted good 
puplic relations,.nespected his:staft and was able toe 
counsel and empathize with them, >! 
Cheal's study, completed in 1958, was concerned with 
discovering conflicts in the expectations held by superin- 
tendents, teachers, pupils, and parents. toward the role of 
the composite high school principal. This study; revealed 
that the largest percentage. of conflict resulted from 
questions dealing with the instructional program while the 
Student. behavior sector resulted in .the least, lt was also 
noted that pupils and, teachers, representing the group with 
the clesest contact with the school, .were.involved:in the 
largestonumber.of, inter-group conflicts, No one group, 
however, appeared more. susceptible to intra-group conflict 


than any other, neither, did the intensity of conflict show 


Shr. Walters, "The: Job of High School Principal, as 
Perceived by California City Superintendents," Dissertation 
Abstracts. Ann, Arbor,’ Michigan: University Microfilsm, Inc; , 
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any great variation between groups... Cheal concluded that 
a major task of the composite high school principal was to 
harmonize and unify the alter group expectations. towards 


has role, > 


Both Holdenss 


and Morin?” investigated thei prancapal's 
perception.of his.own;role., While Holden, compared.teachers' 
andiprincipals' expectations and found them to differ 
Sagnificantiy,.Morin,cempared.the perceptions,of different 
Categories Of»prancipads andsfound ajsignificant,intergroup 
daiterencés<s InoMorainys study)’ the,principals »were,classified 
aecording.tojilength,or administrative experience;,typec<of 
Haeyersl tyecducatzongrsradeslevéel of) the«school, oandytype of 
community -- rural or urban. 

Asstudy,of- the) relationshipeabetweenathe expectations 
of principals and teachers in Newfoundland's regional and 
central high-schools for the principal's leadership role. was 
completed.by Warren.in-1959...Eighteen-principals and, eighty- 


nine teachers completed a questionnaire containing sixty 


32 yohn Es. Cheal,:"Rele Conflict in the: Principalship 
of the Composite High School" (unpublished Master's Thesis, 
The University of: Alberta, Edmonton, 1958). 


33) eonard W. Holdén, “Administrator Role in Sécondary 
Education as Identified by Secondary Principals and Teachers" 
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Stanford University, 1958). 


S47 oyd H. Morin, ''The Principal's. Perception of-His 
Role" (unpublished Master's thesis, The University of. Alberta, 
Edmonton, 1964). 
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expectation: items,: Thirty items suggested: principal 

behavior in working with pupils, citizens, and teachers 

while thirty were adapted from the Leader Behavior 

Description Questionnaire, an Anstrument developed. at 

Ohio State University to measure the leadership dimensions 

of Consirderdt on**and Initrat ine ‘Sitructure.4* Warren found 

that ‘there was: a high degree of consensus within each 

sample on items describing the principal's human relations 

role and a low degree of consensus within each sample on 

items*suggésting the principal" s’*"supervisory responsibilities. 

It was also found, that no significant relationship existed 

between teacher expectations and: (1) the level of the 

teacher's proiessional training,. (2) the size-of. the school 

system within which the teacher operated, and. (3) the 

teacher's total*years of: teaching experience.” 
A research effort using some,of the Gross, et al. 

methodology was recently carried out.in Wisconsin. . Using 

femuy-tivee privcipais, ©TOrty central office -supervuasors, 

diam oon esachners, any three Selected districts, (Gray invespic 

gated the inter and intra-position expectations ef these 

three groups.,,Gray,,concluded that the groups,. did differ 


significantly on some items. When respondents were grouped 


>? philip J. Warren, "Leadership Expectations of the 
Principal in Newfoundland's Regional and Central High Schools 
as Percéived by »Principals and Staffs": (unpublished Master's 
thesis, The University of. Alberta, Edmonton, 1959). 


~ 


| 
(et 
tc) 


Pita 





OW 


by sex, degree status’, level of instruction and years of 


experience, differences were isolated that: gave additional 


understanding of group expectations, °° 


A study completed by Miklos in 1963; 


soa Oxplored the utility of Guttman scale 
analysis procedures for quantifying and for 
analyzing the structure of. the expectations 
which teachers hold for the behavior of the 
principal, The results of the scale analysis 
were used for testing hypothesized relation-. 
ships among the degree of consensus on 
expectations. within a school, the degree of 
teacher-principal agreement on. expectations 
for_the role of the principal, and the-teachers' 
descriptions of the leader behavior of 
principals. / 


The diterature suggests thatethere are*often® conflict- 
ing as well as common expectations among and between alter 
proupss concerning the: relerofi the) principal, Asa result, 
the principal finds himself facing a dilemma: as he attempts 
te: deal’ with these expectations. .In:this study, an, attempt 
was made to determine on which expectations there was a high 
degree of consensus; and on which there was a conflict among 
teachers, principals and superintendents, and between 


teacher sub-groups. 


3°Martin Gray, 'A Role Analysis of the School 
Principalship" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, The 
University of Wisconsin, 1961). 


37 eB ewin Miklos, "Dimensions of Conflicting Expect- 
ations and the Leader Behavior of Principals" (unpublished 
Doctoral dissertation, The University of: Alberta, 
Edmenton,—1063)., p. ili. 
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Iti.) “SUMMARY 


Social psychologists, cultural anthropologists and 
psychologists generally agree that the concept of role 
includes individuals in social locations, behaving with 
reference. to expectations, 

Although relational and situational specifications 
are recognized as two factors.which influence role, this 
study was limited to the relational specification and 
employed the counter and focal position models used by 
Gross, Mason, and McBachern. °° 

Iie veorvevsor Interature Sugcgested that .there were 
often conflicting as well as common expectations among and 
between alter groups concerning the role of. the principal. 
pone stwd1es compared the “real” and.the “actual principal, 
While others, using the critical incident technique, tried 
to isolate the behavior which was considered crucial in 
determining success or failure in. the principal's 
administrative role. 

As a result, the principal finds himself. facing a 


dilemma as he attempts to deal with these expectations. 


Scross, OP ob is Dien 8 B= 09 2 
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CHARTER wall I 


STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES 


ht Sas tudywrinvestwegatédsexpectatmens: fon thesnole 
of “the principal, first on the intergroup basis among 
principals, superintendents and teachers, and then on 
the ‘intra-group. basis between. and among teacher sub-groups. 
Hypotheses were formulated to seek answers to the follow- 
ing questions:. 

Gl WecDotprincipals fisuperintendents thand tueachers 
ohrenin their expectations, for certain 
attributes and behaviors of the elementary- 
junior high principal? 

(2) When teachers are grouped according to 
denggraphic sacharacterirstics;i.de the resulting 
Subse TOupsiddnite shin ttheirrexpectations, for 
certainnattributes: andbehaviors.of the 


elementary-junior high principal? 


I. EDUCATION POSITION GROUPS 


Statement of Problem I 


The incumbents of the three educational position 
groups-———-—prineipals, superintendents, teachers -- differ 
SAoniticaiit ly «insclely expectations stor the 1tole,of the 
pr LCi pala, 


This difference in expectations, among the three 
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educational position groups may be the result of a variety 
Of pactors., such is) the various positions held. by the 
incumbents or the corresponding amount of authority derived 
from this, position. Gross, Mason and McEachern? base their 
theory; of role, in part; on the expectations which incumbents 
hold for various,positions. Becker, discussing authority, 
Suaees= that: 
[on One asSpect.oF thea institutienal-organi- 
zation of activity is a division of authority, 
a set of shared understandings specifying the 
amount and kind of control each kind of person 
involved in the institution have over the others, 
who is allowed fo do what, and who may give 
orders to whom. 
Nui eiiypo thesis eh ye (There asi no, Significant difference 


ims the distribution of responses. between: 


A. Principals and superintendents, 
B; Principals and teachers, and, 
CG. Superintendents. and teachers, 


in their expectations for each item categorized under the 


general headings, of: 


a. principal, s- attributes, 

Da principal's school management behavior, 

Cx principal's. stati melations,behavaor, 

di, principal's community and professional behavior. 
1 


Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason and A.W. McEachern, 
Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John:Wiley and. Sons, 
TC oko opp emo Dig 


*Howard S.. Beééker, oy The Teacher in the Authority System 


Siecitoe Uy iGeoclool,. lhé Journal of Educational: Society, 
27:148, November, 1953. 
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Liar TEACHER: SUB=\GROUPRS 


Statement of Problem II 

Teacher sub-groups classified,on the basis of 
demographic characteristics differ significantly in their 
expectacions 190r, the role ef the principal. 

Role, theory supports the hypothesis that individuals 
IinpvVarieus positions, hold differing expectations for 
incumbents of other positions. Gross, Mason and McEachern, > 
Pomeieie ss cuGyeor, the superintendéency, tound that.a single 
position, such as the school board, could be divided into 
sub-groups and that these groups held significantly differ- 
iiteexpeCGatcions 1eOrethe position being researched, Other 
MiLterature sUuppertcs the 1dedq, of sub-groups: -2Znaniecki, for 
Grapple. statessthats’soclal roles «constitute one general 
class of social system, and this class may. be sub-divided 
MicQuelessepeneral classes these into sub-groups and so on. "4 

The= psychological, educational, and sociological 
difference between males and females has been the basis of 
a considerable amount of research and, generally, it can be 


shown that a difference does at One researcher states: 


Gross, Mason, and McEachérn, op. cit.; pp. 195-211. 


* Florian Znaniecki,. The Social, Role, of the Man of 


Knowledge (New York: Columbia University Press, 1940), 
Wael da 


Otto Klineberg, Social Psycholo (New York: Henry 
Holt and Company, 1964), pp. 275250" 
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Sex is a characteristic which people 
Garry with «them all of the time, and: like 
age, may be considered a position in terms 
of which social relations are at least 
partially influenced by expectations. ® 

Teachers who are married have an additional role 
to periorm, and because they are viewing the principal's 
rele from another position, their. expectations. may be 
changed. 

Age was anoumeravariable tested\tocdetermine its 
errect. on teachers expectations fer the, role of the 
principal.. Although agemhes moc been fconsidered a) factor 
inemany studies, 2Zuiter and Exline, found. this, variable 
Rerated to adult diiferences in their research. | The 
present. study compared the expectations. of three age groups: 
OUpder thirty years of ace, thirty-one to fifty, and: over: fifty 
years of-.age.- With this:wide range,.significant differences 
Wenhewe  WeCtea, 

De religrven lot dimecumbéntsswould»seém to be.ot sdarect 
relevance for two: reasons: 

Firs © of alipue @s an index sofa, very ‘compiles 

and probably fundamental series of attitudinal 
variables, habits. of thought,” conception, and 
belief, which although they may: be difficult to 


identify and. specify, can be ‘assumed: to be, signi- 
Ficantly differemtrytometheidtwoi major classes of 


Gross, Masom,, andi McBacherm, op. cit...,,.p,° Lee. 


PPa AG Zosl her Cancer. VFicx lan ef. eS ome, (Cans'eq uencest ot 
Age Hetemogeneity\ ini WDecision Making, >iSociomet rysr 21: 198- 


211, 1958, cited by Paul H. Hare, Small Group Research 
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), pp. 207-208. 
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relig1ouse rdemtitacationy, Catholacssand 
Brotes Can ts 

The other reason is that the church groups have taken 
Variant.stands on matters affecting the public schools, 

It must be recognized that the expectations of 
teachers have arisen as a product of the interplay of 
thought and action over.a period of time. They derive in 
Dare st rOmetie general vculture of our, society, in. part 
from the professional preparation and experiences of 
teachers, and in part from a response to. iseal conditions.” 
Thus it would be reasonable to expect. that teachers with 
Similar teaching experience; say in grades one, two, and 
three, would have similar expectations for the-role.of the 
Principal, and that teachers with very similar teaching 
training would not differ in expectations. 

Nulistypetiesis Ti. There is ne Sipgniticant differ- 


ence in the distribution of responses between: 


A. Male and female teachers, 
Be, Single and, married teachers, 
Cy Teachers; 


(1) -under thirty years: of. age anudjthose between 


therty one. and fifty. 


S cross, Mason, gnd:McEachern, op. cit., “p.- 180. 


Francis S. Chase, "How to Meet Teacher's Expectations 
Of Leadership. Adminis trator\s Notebook, 1:3, April, 1953, 
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(2) under thirty years of age and those 
CVErSr LP ty, 

(Sjietbetween ithirty-one land (fifty rand those 
ever fitty years of age, 

Roman Catholic and Protestant teachers, 

Teachers; 

(1) with tone ‘or rtwo*years ,of teaching ‘experi- 
enee wand, those with three to ten years, 

(2) with one or two years of teaching experi- 
ene@enand those with eleven to twenty years, 

(3) “with one or two years of teaching experi- 
ence and those with more than twenty years, 

G4 Mew “Chréeettolten years of teaching experi- 
ence and those with eleven to twenty years, 

GS) "with thréeitoiten years ‘of “teaching experi- 
ence and those with more than twenty years, 

(6) with eleven to twenty years of teaching 
experience and those with more than twenty 
years, 

Teachers ; 

(1) «with vone cyear sof «teachér«training “and those 
with two or three years, 

(2) with one year of teacher training and those 
with more than four years, 

(3) with two or three years of teacher training 


and those with more than four years, 


ue 













geod) bos aye %5 2eBeN. epeiay, tebe (5) 
_yfiidi revo 
-- | 
Sits VII? BAB ok jaray seowssd (ct) = 


i rsyvo Md 


~ 


2yaHones Paki eelvrh Gob srlodig2d. namor a ‘a 
| edinKcel . 


u , 2 e * 4 r 1 ~ 
HY Ril iiJk : a7. ¥ W. 4 Bit Lyi Lal 
= z um A j 


' ne “ay 
; > | L > v/ , 2 ii5 i> GLE wit Raw 
iy 
, IShSI f {i ows YO SO AI EW (Sj 
| 
~~ 
hs al 2977 DAS 8779 
Tsqxs BGHenrves3 ‘SYRSY OWF YG sho AILW (2) , 5) 
- 
~~ a 
iD } AVI ; | iz ony hor S3nd 
l« 5 
. J : 4 0? ein a “ ( ) 
J 
ff 1 i ve = oe BS eae fe ‘e , AIS 


(I11SwI adj oT6m AJiw' seen? DNs sons Hy hee ioe = 


QNChI66T 19 21KSY YIANGWS GI Msy aie a3 Iw (90) 
vyinSwi nels sroq atiw sees bre S209 L19qx5 
«eiISSy 


~.., 






yevedoast? P| 





+ Pan | 


AS 


Teachers who have taken their teacher train- 

ing before 1960 and those who have taken 

ceadcner training ain 1900 and. later; 

Teachers; 

(1) who teach grades 1, 2, or 3’ and those who 
teach 4. *5 or 6, 

(2) whe teach grades 1, °2; or 3° and those who 
berchey.- 34 vor 9, 

(3) who teach grades 4, 5, or 6 and those who 


eeach =. -6s.40r 79% 


in their expectations for each item categorized under the 


general headings of: 


a. 
Looe 
C. 
de 


(Note: In 


principal's attributes’, 

principal's school management behavior, 
principal's staff relations behavior, and 
principal's community and professional behavior. 


Téading an individual hypothesis, only one letter 


and one number should be considered at one time. For example, 


to read the null hypothesis which would compare two age 


groups of teachers, say those under thirty and those. over 


fifty, consideration would. be given to the’ introductory 


statement, 


letter. "CG", number 2,%and the concluding statement. 


e.¢@, “There-is no signiticant difference in. the distribution 


of responses between teachers under thirty years of age and 


those over fifty in: their expectations: for each item 
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categorized under the general heading of principal's 


ESET Ee itty behavior.") 
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 


AND DESIGN 


.* The GAngExan Gulture considers 
Ship to be importent. » Educ: 
to improve 


Sid Universities Kave sought ¢ 


Prograns provide db Lor indi‘ 5 : 
Ship nositions [dimect on 
atten tO, cfarity t . 
have been done ; 
Bas ea 
The purpose t} 

role StL -tnie ScaAceci prince ip i 
PaeeCipais', teaschers i? ey 
SUS Uriiment aesicned report 
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GHAPTERoOELV 
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS AND DESIGN 


The Canadian culture considers educational leader- 
Ship toPhénimportantuperducatieonal imsititutions are«etrying 
to improve: skills tinithe eselectionsofuleaders;: | Colleges 
and universities have sought to improve. the training 
progcramseprovidednforsindividuals iselected fornleader- 
Sip sepesptionsstifatmeet abhesesechablenges ceffectivelyssstudies 
attempting to clarify the roles of school administrators 
have been done. 

The' purpose of this study was to further clarify the 
role of the school principal by collecting and comparing 
pringipals sjidteachers;cand: superintendenits:'; responses ton 
anotruments ddesrened toeneport expectatrens cofnthe sprineipal's 


role. 
1. : RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 


The questionnaires used to. gather data are included 


in Appendix A,- The personal;datacsheet differs: for the 


three counter positions -- principal, superintendent, and 
teacher -- but the.expectations. questionnaire for each: is 
identical... 


Background Information 


A questionnaire covering background information was 
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sent to all- three position: groups even though the 
hypotheses called for a comparison of only the teacher 
sub-groups. Data describing the principal and the superin- 
tendent* weree found usefulsain describing the samples 
Principals, superintendents and teachers were asked 
TOtSupplyianformataonvréepardingasex9 maritalastatus;tage, 
religious denomination, years of teaching experience, years 
ofsteacher® training, spectral certification; tnamevof 
educational institution and when last attended, degrees, 
and subject specialty. Teachers and principals were asked 
what grades they taught and how long they had been in the 
present school.» Beth the»principal and: superintendent. were 
asked specific questions, regarding their administrative 
education and!’experience invadditionvto data relating to 
the school district. Teachers were asked to indicate the 
number of years they had been associated with the present 


principale 


Expectations Questionnaire 


The instrument used to fulfil the needs of this study 
was a fifty-four.-question, -forced-choice questionnaire 


adapted from Frazier? and redesigned. by Bosetti.- Content 


tcalvin Me Frazier, ‘Role Expectations of the: Elementary 
Principal.as,Perceiyed by Superintendents, Principals and 
Teachers" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, The University of 
Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, .1964). 


2 phad Boserti., -'Congruence, of Expectations, Sensitivity 
to Perceptions, and. Rated Administrative Effectiveness" 
fonpmblashed Master's thesis, The University of. Alberta, 
Edmonton, 1966). 
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validity was established by administering the question- 
Naire to twenty-five graduate students: in educational 
administration and to a pilot study school in which six 
teachers, one principal, and one superintendent completed 
the questionnaires. The rationale used by Bosetti> in 
establishing content validity was to delete any question 
which was scored with a neutral response by more than ten 
respondents. It was assumed. that the rejected questions 

did not represent an area in which respondents could be said 
to hold what might legitimately be termed an expectation for 
the principal 'sireiée; 

The fifty-four items on the questionnaire were grouped 
into categoriésvofvprincipal’s attributes ¢and principal's 
behavior.. The principal's behavior was considered under 
school-management behavior, staff-relations behavior, and 
community and professional behavior. 

The four catégories on the questionnaire, and the 
three counter positions being researched represented 
Limitations of: this study? °\Nogattempt wasemadextovexhaust 
the possible number of expectations or reference groups. 
tre=rourrearteperies explored, however, represented areas 
which were of concern. to the, three,reference groups. under 
study. ihe titty-Lour 1tems,covered potential,obligations 


fOr prin¢ipals --7items designed to cover.a sample of the 
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major types of activities in which a principal, engages. 

The first section, dealing with attributes, contained 
ten. items each of which was a quality or characteristic of 
the. principal... These )ranged from-items, which deal with 
marital status and sex through others which dealt with 
educational qualifications. 

The second, section, school-management behavior, 
contained twenty items designed to cover a sample of the 
major types of activities in which a principal engages while 
managing a school. They dealt with things a principal may or 
nay not .do,,as. an, adminis trator..),.This section closely. 
parallels Getzels and Guba's nomothetic dimension* and the 
Pinttiating structure” dimension” measured by the Leadership 
Betlavior Description Questionnaire. 

dhewstati=-relations, behavior section contained. eleven 
items each of which specified the principal's association 
Withee teachers, =! tems such as: “supporting: the positions of 
the teacher" and "keeping professional distance. between 
hamseif and has school teaching stafi"sinyésti gated an 


aspect of behavior similar to Getzels and Guba's idiographic 


+ Jacob W. Getzels and Herbert A. Thelen, "The Classroom 
Group ‘as a’Unique Social System, "=the Dynamics of Instruction - 
al Groups, Nelson B. Henry, editor. The Fifty-ninth Yearboo 
of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part II 


(GNICave. Lt liiors he University of, Chicage Press, 1960), 
DDO 20 ae 


Ralph M., Stogdild, and Alvin .E. Coons, Leader Behavior: 
Its Description and Measurement (Ohio Studies in Personnel, 
Research Monograph No. 88. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State 
University. /195/), pp. 6-38. 
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dimension® and the "consideration" dimension measured 
by the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire. ’ 

The fourth group, community and professional 
behavior,’ contained thirteen. items each of which specified 
some type of participation in community groups or activities, 
Suche asi,” 'takesan activespart antilocal potlaitics ;tb or 
participation in professional activities such as, 
sperticipate an current educational esearch. tt f Mositivof the 
rtems in) ‘thas’ last seictron were probably peripheral to: the 
principal"s function of administering the school, but :they 
were concerned: with his relationship to other: systems in the 


environment in which the school functions. 


Response Categories 

Respondents were instructed to circle the abbreviation 
on the questionnaire which best indicated what they believed 
the principal should de. In this study, the emphasis was 
not on what: the principal actually did but what the respondent 
thought. he should do. 

The four abbreviations in the four-point response 
scale were used to designate "definitely should", "preferably 
should". "preferably, should not? , and “definitely should 


Noto. 


SGetzels and Thelen, loc. cit. 
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The tabulation of responses in Tables VII to XLII 
show a NR or No Response category. In the event that a 
respondent did not indicate a choice for a question, it 
was tabulated as NR. Care was taken not to let this NR 
category umterfere wiithathe estatds trcahsanalysisiacf the 
data. In not one instance, did the NR category account 
fomethe toignificanit!) drfference tin ea ecompariser. 

Imeaines carcher grebtethatdthere aiastiust titcation 
ny Tet Sineludine a category. in which the respondent. could 
indicate an "undecided" or "not sure" type of response. 
It-was 1élt) thatviswmce respondents! hadeobeen wncelined ato 
select the neutral answer whenever the choice between 
Vshould’ andivshoulidaien® becameaedifficult, the neutral 
response category might result in an inordinate number of 
unusable questions. 

It may be argued that a neutral response does not 
indicate a specific expectation which defines the principal's 
rele. Thus 25 betittpmincimal and alter groups respond) in 
the: 'mayjpor.;may mot!' «category (for can texpectation yquestion, 
they may be considered to be congruent in response, but 
this does not necessarily indicate that they are congruent 
Wheam exneetatiom fonpthe oir imerpa/l: tsi vo Lex 

Furthermore, it was felt that many expectations do 
involve a choice between two almost, equally desirable 
alteémmatives.. If respondents are forced to choose, they are 


Diaceami i) saetenlistic Stress Situation and their. response. to 
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53 
arquéstiensindicates their expectations under, stress. 
bin sCOELECTION* OF* DATA 


The Sample 

thas study was carried out by analyzing data collected 
using questionnaires which were answered by principals, 
superintendents “and=teachers™in=selected Alberta schools» 
ihe +0l lowing criteria, were uséed,in selecting the.sample 
EOeDes Ss tudLed: 

(1) Schools under the jurisdiction of a 

provincially-appointed school, superintendent. 

(zie ochoels categorized as offering instruction 

im gracesaone, CO nane. 

(3) Schools having a teaching staff of seven or 

more teachers. 

(ale cCROOlSemeetingecriteria 1.2. sand, 5. abeve 

whose principals and superintendents agreed 
CO, Danticipate. 

On the basds ol, the above criteria, thirty -eignt 
schools were selected from the "List of Operating Schools. 
in Alberta 1965-66." By including,all,the schools meeting 
these criteria, a. sampléesof.twenty-Tive. superintendents, 
thirty-eight pringipals andg.three hungred and seventy-two 


teachers was isolated. 
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The Response 


Table I’ represents a brief analysis of responses 
from-Gach Of thé participating groups, -- principals, 


superintendents, -and. teachers, 


TABLE 


NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES DISTRIBUTED AND RETURNED 


























Respondent Questionnaires Questionnaires Percent 
Distributed Returned Returned 

Principals 38 36 oh 

Superin- 

tendents is 20 80 

Teachers 372 ZS 75 

Totals 435 334 ve 


























Characteristicsiof Respondents 


Tableebl provides a brief summary4of selectedidata 


Concerming the personal characteristics of all respondents 
msedjin this study. Although this study did not, make.use 

On the personal-characteristics of principals andosuperin] 
tendents in the analysis of data, they have been included 
here to déscribe the sample studied. dhe teacher's personal 
characteristics were used.té@ determine the boundaries 4of 

the Sub-groups. the comparisons of.these sub-groups? 


expectations, are discussed.in Chapters Vi to IX. 
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TABLE, Can 


SELECTED PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS.OF RESPONDENTS 








Personal Principals Dupe Tin Teachers 
Characters 6.65 tendents 
N = 36 N = 20 N = 278 
SEX 
1. Male 55 20 Sy 
2. Female il 213 
3. Not Stated 8 
MARITAL STATUS 
ik Se eagon gs Ks 49 
2. Married St 20 Z05 
3. Widowed 2 9 
4. Divorced 6 
gu Nattstated 9 
AGE 
f. -20- and under 4 
BECZ NLS 73.0 iS 85 
3. Sane 40 dhe 8 40 
Ae AT 5 0 i i 52 
e. SOs 5 1l 88 
6. Not Stated 9 
RELIGION 
By Roman Gatholic 9 3 29 
2. Protestant 25 14 255 
4, Not 5Stated Z 3 14 
TEACHING EXPERIENCE 
ie. and, wmaer 38 
APERT EACS 4 47 
3. T611 S= SLO air 5 52 
4, Ylandls 7 8 51 
S 6 = 20 4 5 28 
Ga D1 = 25 4 i. 28 
7. 25+ 6 1 ZT 
Ss Not Stated. °. th 
YEARS TRAINING 
coef ps 124 
LD 2 70 
ens) 11 26 
4, 4 10 1 40 
SNM! 3 9 5 
G0 7. 7 mS) 
ee i Z 
8. N a 


ot Stated 
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Personal 
Characteristics 


eA loc Ga 

2. they 

Ss oNGtuotated 
RECENCY OF TRAINING 
1. Before 1960 

a, £960 and later 

3. Not Stated 
DEGREE HELD 

1. None 

2vEBa cheibor 

3. Master 

2 bOootor 

eS, Wot -Stated 
SRECLALIL ZATION 

1. None in 

Administration 

Z. Administration 
GRADES TAUGHT 

hy See aa 

ae oO 

Sk, 859 

AeA a. uO 28g 

yey Ra cone Patel tes 
Oo .1 Not Stated 


EXPERIENCE AS PRINCIPAL 
IN 


i 
2 
55 
4, 
De 
6. 


THIS SCHOOL 


2 and under 


3 


TABLE 


TRAINING INSTITUTION 


6 


Principals 


II (continued) 


56 


Teachers 





Superin- 
tendents 
N = 20 = 278 
14 240 
6 eS 
AL 
8 119 
iM! 136 
1 25 
219 
9 50 
9 1 
2 
8 
TZ 
8 
96 
69 
95 
8 
Z 
8 
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TABRES+ II (concluded) 


Personal Principals Superin- Teachers 
Characteristics tendents 
N = 36 N = 20 N = 278 


POUALPEXPERLENCE 
AS PRINCIPAL 


i Zand under eZ 2 
@.tgeney § 8 7 
ot doe aa, 6 7. 
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lose 20 5 il 
682 2742025 4 
Te 225+ 5 

POTAL -EXPERTENCE: AS 

SUPERINTENDENT 
PZ “ard-under 4 
ee See ae il 
we 0. = 10 5 
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Principals eli rey -pive Of the: thirty-six principals 
lider study were males and only threé were unmarried. Sixty- 
seven per cent were. between twenty-one and. forty years of age 
and 61 per.cent had had fewer than fifteen years of.teaching 
experiences Principals were almost normally distributed 
according to years.of training with 42, percent holding a 
bachelor's degree and 80 per cent having attended university 
in. 1960 sor Later, » Only wseven principals: had had» specialized 
traininpvim Cducational adminis tyation. ~-lheré was evidence 
that the principals studied were relatively inexperienced in 


administration Since 56 percent had fewer than five years of 
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EXMe bl enceyas thninegipals. 

Superintendents... Superintendents were all married 
males ‘with over. five years of teaching experience... Eleven 
of the superintendents had done some post-graduate work 
and eleven had attended university since 1960. Twelve of 
the twenty superintendents had no specialized training in 
educational administration, but all had,had some experience 
as a.school-principal. .,Fifteen «had been ,school. superin- 
tendents sfoycagpentod)of,over ifhive iyears. 

Teachers. There was considerable homogeneity among 
teaghersewith respectywtoe rwersonal,characteristics .,\ jThe 
majority of teachers were married women with one year of 
university training. .-Approximately 20 per cent of the 
teachers held a university degree but none held. degrees 
beyond the bachelor level. Teachers were bimodally distributed 
according to age with approximately 30 per cent in the twenty- 
one to thirty age category and approximately. 30 per cent in- the 
fifty plus category... There was- indication that many of. the 
teachers had recently improved their teaching qualifications 
Since over half the teachers had attended. university in- 1960 
or-later;. The number of years. of teaching experience followed 
a positively skewed distribution with the majority of teachers 


having. fewer thanetitteen years of teachineg experience... 
III. SUMMARY 


Two questionnaire forms were used to gather data for 


~ x ¥ 
2 , ; 
“ 
. 
t 
~ = 7 
Ah 








ure 
' 7 +s 
»2LBGZIMiTqd @8 Ssonerts 


a 


7 


: : oe 
tow .J8°f sanke vatersviny bebmettie bent neyets Sas 


£ ; A } tr 4 | ata PELL id ; 
7 ‘ a > i4 - “d J Py Ei rjper ath wT 
' 03 NG isd ben ne ££ feats ry Loss 

i i | 2) ao if f at 

) tp bi aay @aw Sarat) erentoes 

mim y 2 r32o6nest fhoeiw 


Bt i LocdA. AICI RES ¥ 
i Trertevinl 6 bison 


ed any bio’ ‘3 ; 





| bebd 


dines off thed tevo 
= hy ® : 
ip f 


. 





oss ber 27s 


52 f 


this study; the background information sheet which was 
varied for each position group, and. the expectations 
questionnaire which was identical for all three groups. 

The expectations questionnaire was composed of four. sub- 
tests designed to gather data relevant to the principal's 
attributes, school management behavior, staff relationships, 
and community and professional behavior. 

Four response categories were available on the 
expectations, questionnaire; definitely should, preferably 
Should, preterably should not, and definitely sheuld not. The 
emphasis was not on what the principal actually did but 
what the respondent thought he should do. 

The sample was composed of thirty-six principals, 
twenty superintendents, and two hundred seventy-eight 
teachers. exthisenepresentedoa 7iiperscent treturn wof tquesition- 


naires. 
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CHARTERIT LY 


STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE DATA 


Respondents!.questionnaires were placed,into the 
three position categories; principal, superintendent and 
téacher. The teachers'tquestionnaires were then placed 
imto-sub=¢roups.so.that_an_inter-group..comparison..ceuld 
be made. These sub-groups were determined by. information 


found on the teachers' data sheets. 


i@@ IHE DETERMINATION OF TEACHER. SUB-GROUPS 


IiéeatiLornnaclonasuppilaedsono the steachers.|idata_sheet 
Siac dmuiecmrescanclemtomcLassityithe teachers, into. sub- 
mroupaTonw tne Dasiseot Sex ,pmaritdal status, age, religion, 
Genicom e Xperience vears OF University training, recency 
Oi; training, “and: grade taught. 

In-some instances the respondent, did not supply the 
necessary information to place his questionnaire into a 
Doikubcwsar SUbD- group Cate Pory.——koteexaliple, eight ques tion 
Nagresswere returned with no inddjcationeof- the respondent’s 
sex,.These..ques.tionnaires.were..eliminated. when. the male- 
female.comparison.was.made, | but.were._returned.to.the_total 
group for the remaining sub-group comparisons. Table III 
indicates the number of respondents which did not supply 
necessary information in order. to be categorized into :a 


sub-group. 


23 « alLome 8 


* 
~~ 


. 7 a) , Diets i. 
BAogEST eS Fo noig baat on 
[ af a 7 ve 





61 


FABLE \oEP 


TOTALS IN TEACHER SUB-GROUPS CLASSIFIED AS DATA 
COLLECTED AND DATA USED IN ANALYSIS 


DATA COLLECTED | DATA ANALYZED 
Sex Totak? i Sex Dota y 
Male De Male 57 
Female 213 Female 215 
Not Stated 8 


Total 276 i ~ Total Z70 


Maral Status Mar iia | ao tars 

Single | 49 || 2Sangte 49 
Married 205 | Married Zs 
Widowed 9 

Divorced 6 

Not Stated 9 
Total 278 i Total 254 
Age | | Age 

Under 20 4 Under 30 89 
Zw 50 85 | Sid oes oN! 92 
ait; 40 40 fo OVvem .9U 88 
4} - 50 52 

Over 50 88 | 

Not Stated 9 | 
Total 278 | Total 269 
Religion | Religion 

Roman Catholic 29 | Roman Catholic 29 
Protestant Zod Protestant 255 
Not Stated 14 | 


Total Jala Pa Wah wes Oa 264 
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TABLE 
PATA COLLECTED 

Teaching Experience 
Zeandyunder 

baetaypo years 
Oa-2510 years 

tiles 15 years 
6+-c2Q0syears 

7A LET aad ot: Heb 

More than 25 

Not Stated 


Fotat 


University Training 
1 year 
2 years 
5 years 
4 years 
Seycars 
6 years 
7 years 
Not Stated 


Total 
Training Insti tution 
Alberta 


Other 
Not Stated 


Te, tal. 


Recency Os Training 


Before 1960 
£960 “and: later 
Not Stated 


Total 


62 





ITI (continued) 
| DATA ANALYZED 
Total| Teaching Experience Total 
38 | 2 and under 38 
Oe oe LU eye 2 5S oo 
Siow lls = 205years ie 
al Over=Z20Gyears a 
28 
28 
27 | 
ma 
27 ea laroras 271 
| University Training 
124) levesr 124 
70 | 2 -.3 years 96 
26° | A AOE Ca TS 48 
40 
5 
5 
0 ! 
i 
278 Total 268 
240 
Zz 
iS 
27 So} 
| Recency of. Training 
119 | Before 1960 119 
HS6 MW9oG--and Later 136 
Zo 
21 8 el Ota 1 aens 
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TABLEY  Tiléte(eoneluded) 


DATAsCOLLECTED | DATA ANALYZED 

University Degrees Total | Total 
Bachelor 50. | 

Master A 

Doctor 0 

None Zz19 

Not Stated 8 
Total 278 
Grade Taught | Grade Taught 

feezers Soh | WEINE oo 96 
AS = 6 69 GePsete 69 
jEaS oie Rs, a5 ieee On co oS 
4 to 9 8 

1- to 6 2 


Not Stated 8 





If the number of respondents was too small, a 
category was eliminated or the data were collapsed so that 
EWwov categories *becomesener®*Foreexample; the aperpeaterory 
Munderstwenty™ contained’ four réspondents whileithe 
Uiwentyeone tosthirtylecategorypcontainéd eighty-five... The 
two werelicollapsed*to form*a°subegreupiwith aneVN'nofns9. 
fabdeolitisummayizess thendatalcolléttedmandethéedata 
analyzed:' By combining*some ofthe original'categories and 
Omitting? véerys*small sub-groupsyythe*origingls forty 


categories or sub-groups were reduced to twenty-two. 
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II. KOLMOGOROV-SMIRNOV TWO-SAMPLE TEST 


The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two Sample Test of Signi- 
ficanceiwas usedetoeanalyzeisthe data relative,to the two 
questions: 

(1). Do principals, superintendents, and teachers 

Giitter ine their expectations: for certain 
attributes and behavior of the principal? 

(2) e When “teachers are grouped according to 
dem@enapimcucharaereriSt1cs, do the resulting 
Sub=frOUnSaCIitecruin thelr expectations for 
COreeineabtri putes and behaviors of the 
principal? 

mem testeselectea ter identifying ratings distribution 
differences was deemed appropriate. for several reasons. The 
SColemnatineseusede Or tne questionnaire 1tems: were 
considered ordinal in nature. Lacking the. assumptions 
Prevideéd bysintérval and ratio data, «the use of parametric 
measures, (Such as the © test) for testing the distribution 
differences was considered inappropriate, 

In testing the agreement between two independent 
sets of distributions, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test concerns 
itsélf with the greatest difference in the cumulative 
dis tribittaen iat fanye owe; point one\thesratingiscailesy dn 
Gus CUSSsNP Che spewed ernlCacicy 9OL, tS test, Siegel states 
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..» When compared with the t-test, the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test has high power- 
effirorencw ifabout 98: perrccent)s tforrsmall 
samples. It would seem that as the sample 
Size increases the power-efficiency would 
tend to decrease Slightly. The Kolmogorov- 
Smirnov test seems to be more powerful in 
all cases than either the chi-square test 
or the median test.1l 
sewena blot tthe roke: studnesimeviewedi,; notab lh»tthe 
Harvard superintendency studies“, have used the chi-square 
tesa itomdetermine: the: pnesencelof <smenistiican ti idisitrabutzon 
disivre rence stibe tween thet twor groups, of irespondentts! thin sic 
doing = stheisquestaon) mightsibe praised: iasisto possible 
misapplication of the chi-square test in ways discussed in 
considerable detail by Lewis and Burke. > 
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test is a test of 
whether two independent samples havé been drawn from the 
Same population. The test is concerned with the agreement 
between two cumulative distributions. Table IV in Appendix B 
Summarizes the twenty-two comparisons which were made in this 


study. Each comparison involved two position groups or two 


sub-groups and the fifty-four expectations items. 


1 sidney Sire gedh,) Neonpadrametr ie Status tucstitor 
Behavioral Sciences (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956), 
Deb glor 
Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and.Alexander W. McEachern, 
Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 
Ino Seb ee Dp lo Ad wel ables A towA-5. 
Don hewis- and G.J. Burke, “The Use and Misuse of 


Chapoguates test, Psychological Bulletin, -46:433-487, 
November, 1949. 
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It has already been noted that the two-sample test 
is concerned with the agreement between two sets of sample 
values (Table IV). If the two samples had in fact been 
drawn from the same population distribution, then the 
cumulative distributions of both samples may be expected 
Coupe tairiy close;to each other inasmuch as they both 
should show only random deviations from the population 
distribution. If the two sample cumulative distributions 
were ltoo,lar-apart” at) any point, this. suggested that the 
samples came from different populations. Thus a large 
enough deviation between the two sample cumulative 
distributions was e€vidence, for rejecting Hos 

MiesvValuesote Di was determined tor the observed data 
using the formula: D = maximum [S, 40%) - Sn2 (01. The 
observed value was then compared with the critical one 
Winch waS Obitained by» entering the values of nl and n2, 
TOUnds Ine lablesiVe. inthe expression in Table V, Appendix, B. 
The, tablev of critical, values for each comparison listed) in 
Table IV, is ‘etven in=Appendix B, Table VI. If the ebserved 
value of D was equal to or greater than that computed from 
the expression ine labbe V; Ho Was rejected at, the levely of 


Significance (two-tailed) jasSeciated with) that expression. 


‘Siegel, op. cit., p. 127-128. 


; 
beavis 














hy 5 
~*~ } : Lbs 
% s . ~- id 5 ' 
is Lay 
| - 
os 7s) A 
it - 
vy 
7 | 
; 4 
E. c r ¢ ~- - 
; j \i‘tet bestow naed ybsetis esn gi : 
: / » Aa 3 
t ’ Oe ts ; + Z in ae ; 
’ moe gd tremestys S8nt ATiw DsaEsones ak 
: Ms ; 2 
= = i id 7 
. = = it = 
. a 7 aed 
b fonas owF ode 1 -. (V1 *sldsTt) esiilev . 
s > 3 of {ayy . 
' e er ' ay v , 2 i+ Ty fy “a a : > . 
: j , i) eee | Lal viaee ; urG@ iis & w ttf nase i 2 ata 
~ Fy J . a a oe j aw ft 
A7FOG BG NMOLTHGItS2I0 3VL 
8 ee 
sect redvo nose oF seols yirss 
> 4 f Ce + | r cv ¥ o as 
i : rity Dn HODRET Lit) WUhe 
- va 
] [ -2 owt #82 71 -PoOLrTUC 
, . ob. 1 P - 2 = | 
J ~ sO firs Ts a4 qs 182i COT 
~ 
a - ' - : r ; : yy ot 3 
f uaG ee STtTTED mort -Saiso e595 a _ 
= » - - 
; ows meavitsd mocgsivep gue AD 
Saat \ ny 
eee ; oe = == *. 
: IST 4% TOL SStsn TVS, 22% enoitudt 
z * = he ae P ant 
E (OAT SS Ss By: to sofsy shh 
: ; 
G }: rast ft h = t <0 hwiot sz 
egy’ tw bersamonu Amgdy 25aw -seisy 
Fc ail 
: in mp al eee ee 
L& i 5 eo oe SIS a HS FEO 
. P ven =~ y 
a : ; Oe 
ru 7. rs Vi atAat ti. i or 
2 1UxS figs i -.g¥ Slidell AL DAU 
7 > a . £ ‘ - ee 
— +; . : : P) 
ristwoa. does rod? esutev fesetits to 


ae 


§ x bdn4s 


Sng 


aqhk at mevig 






1 





67 
III. SUMMARY 


The teacher sub-groups were determined with 
information supplied by the teachers on their data 
sheet.. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was then used to 
determine whether the two groups were from the same 
POPULlALION Or if aysteniticant dafference actually did 


exist: 





CHAPTER IVI 


TeolGnOF HY ROTHESES RELATIVE IO THE 


PRINCIPAL'S ATTRIBUTES 


Certain subjects were asked to respond to the 


following ten Statements dealing with attributes of the 


prancipal. 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(oe 


(5) 


(6) 
(7) 


(8) 


(9) 


(10) 


Tespeincipaleshould be aygood public speaker; 
ASsumime €qual capabilities, the principal 
Snould=be of the male sex. 

The principal should be a person to whom the 
teacher could go with his personal problems. 
The principal should have a good Knowledge. of 
current educational developments. 

The principal should. be married and have 
children of his own. 

The»pranciapal should be a»good teacher. 

The principal should be scholarly and have a 
good liberal arts background. 

The. principal should, have, had some, experience 
in teaching in the primary grades. 
Theyprincipal, should hold,atJeast va .B. id: 
degree; 

The principal should wear a suit or»sports coat 


and tie while on duty. 
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Te PINDINGS RELATIVE, TO. THE. RESPONSE. OF 


POSITION GROUPS 


Significant Items 


Three comparisons were made for each of the first 
ten items.of the @xpectatzons-questionnaire. The principals' 
responses were compared with those. of the superintendent, 
the principals’ responses with those. of the teachers, and, 
finally, the Superimtendentss withthe: teachers’. 

A high degree of consensus was found when the three 
DOSLe1On-creups ~expectations for the- principal's attributes 
were, compared, ~Oniy Etem 9,  1llustratéd* in Figure, 7, 
‘revealed 2 digterenceswhach, wWasasaonisacanmtaat, the .0'25 level 
ef confidence. . Both.the principals and. the teachers differed 
trom the. superintendent. but noysignificant difference: was 
found between principals and teachers ON this, item. 

Prgure demonstrates that the ditference. 1s oné of 
divcensity Tather than a difference of opinion. baghty perx 
GCOlerOrutneé: Superintendents ate tathat the principal 
definitely should have a B. Ed. degree while the majority 
of- principals and teachers felt that though 1t may. be 


desirable, it was not really essential. 


Statement Regarding Hypotheses 


The, nude bypothesiss neads, here vis, nor siientficant 


difference, in, the, distribution, of responses, between: 
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GR > incipals [==] superintendents [__]reachers 


100 


tenes eee ie principal-showld sold at 
fe2stoa lB rd. degree. 


Percentage 
ON 
f=) 





SD SNiae See NR. 
Response Category 


FIGURE ~ 7 


THESES URI BUTT ONTOR PRINCIPALS". “SUPERINTENDENTS ‘, 
AND TEACHERS' RESPONSES FOR ITEM 9 


A. Principal and superintendent, 
Bae Principal and teacher, and 
Ce Superintendent and teacher 


timetne et eexpectatrons, 2Ormertens =|! £O (0 WwhiChealeecatevorsced 
under the general heading of principal's attributes. 

On the basis of the responses tabulated in Appendix 
C, thechypotheses “cannot be rejected “except for Item 9. 
There “was sufficient evidence to réject the hypothesis that 
principals and superintendents did differ, and the hypothesis 
that superintvendents “and “teachers differed in their 


expectation regarding a principal's formal training, but 
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there was insufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 
dealing with the principal-teacher comparison for this 


item. 


im.  HINDINGS RECABRVE; TO THE RESPONSE OF 


TEACHER SUB-GROUPS 


significant Items 

Following the comparison of position groups, each of 
thesten- items relating to the principals attributes’ was 
compared on. the basis of teacher sub-groups. Each item was 
Subjectéd te nineteén comparisons. 

Sex. Nonevor thektenPitensereyealed a difference 
between male and female respondents. A table showing the 
comparison of! responses given by male and female teachers 
GO atcributcemmeems iS) inekhudeduin Appendix D, Table VIII. 

Manta obatus. es lhe twousub-groups, single, teachers 
and married teachers, did not reveal significantly 
‘different distributions im their responses: to attribute 
Items 1.to 10. Tabulation of these responses is located in 
Appendix” D,) Tables. 

Age.: The respondents were categorized.in three age 
SUD-9roups:\ teachers, Undere thirty, seachers betweens thirty - 
one and fifty, and teachers over fifty. Because three sub- 
groups existed, three comparisons were made for each item. 
Figures 8, 9 and 10 illustrate the four comparisons which 


yevedledea Signiticant difference at the .05 or greater 
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BLGURE, 9 


THE Dis TREBULLON TOR RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN. THREE 
AGE* (GROUPS™FOR_TTEM "3S 
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PLGURE Oe. JU 


THE DEST RIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN 
TWO AGE GROUPS FOR ITEM 6 


level’ of ‘Stionatacances 

Fi cures 6-11 lustrates?the responses given Dy tie 
three aves oroups* to Items the’ principal should be a pood 
publics speaker? * Onilyone of the comparisons, teachers 
under thirty andtover fifty ,*revealed*a Significant 
difference. Although both groups felt that the principal 
should be a good public speaker, a greater proportion of 
teachers under thirty definitely expected the principal to 
possess* this abigitys 

Figure? 9 ,*iddiustratingsItem’S, and° Table *X* in 
Appendix D demonstrate that teachers under thirty comprised 


a sub-group with significantly different expectations for 
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Item 3. The distribution of responses of teachers under 
Chet yeas omer Peart Ive daerrerents frometherdistribution 

of responses of teachers between thirty-one and fifty, 

and the distribution of responses of teachers over fifty. 
thas atem-did not reveal a difference in distribution. between 
teachers between. thirty=one “and fifty "and “those “over. fifty. 
Even though’ teachers over thirty were ‘divided, into two 
groups, ‘their responses’ were almost identical.. 

Pere. 9-wallustratves “di Considerable spread of "opinion, , 
Were per cent-orvime teachers an *the *tworgroups of 
teachers over thirty years of age felt that the principal 
sheuld definitely be’ a person’ to whom the: teacher could:go 
Meth his personal problems, white only1l ‘per cent. ‘of the 
younger, group felt’ this® way.') This ‘younger ‘group was: less 
emphatic. In fact, over 30 per cent expressed negative views 
to the idea that a principal schould discuss a teacher's 
personal problem with that’ teacher. 

Preure 20" ilustrates* item o> the prancipal- should pe 
a vood’ teacher .”“Here* again *the® group ‘under thirty was found 
to. differ, this” time wirth* the group of teacvers thirty-one 
to fifty years’ of age. The younger teachers were’ not’ as 
insistent that the principal be a good. teacher as were the 
teacners pDetweel thirty-one and fifty. The teachers between 
Ciitty-one ana titty 1télt very Streongly- about this attribute, 

When differences in expectations. appeared when age 


groups were compared, one of the differing groups was always 
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found to be. the group. below thirty years.of age... Although 
these differences were primarily in intensity, an 
implication may be that a principal could. expect different 
expectations from teachers under thirty than from those 
ever thirty, 

A tabulation of all responses for the age, sub-group 
expectations is: found iniAppendix D, Table X. 

Religion. The two religious groups did not reveal 
any, Slgniticant:ditierences -iméthelweresponses: fer, the 
principal's attributes. The tabulatiron ‘of "these results is 
ins Appendix D, Table XI. 

Experience. As seen in Figure 11 and: Table XII in 
Appendix D, a significant difference was found -on, Item. 3. 
The definitely should category was dominated by teachers 
having twenty years..of experience. or ‘more: Forty per cent 
expected the principal to be a person to whom teachers could 
go with their personal problems. Teachers having less 
experience, three’ to ten years, tended to favor this attribute 
being present, but Not te such ‘a degree. 

These results are. identical te Frazier's.in his 
Oregon study of 1964, + 

Tabulation of the experience sub-group responses is 


found in. Appendix: D, ‘Table XII. 


tcalvin M. Frazier, ''Role Expectations of the 
Elementary Principal as Perceived by Superintendents, 
Principals and Teachers." (unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 
The University of Oregon, Eugene,: Oregon, 1964). 




















dguodtiA ene %o 2IB aX yond woled quotg sul? a6 oF based 
6 ,Wrenetat ab ylitemrtg svew esonererdib seed? 

ieTstiib: toaqxe bios Laqtonitg & tedt ed yan noise>ttqmk 
s2oiis mort sed yarids febav, evedipset mort eno tsaI9 9qxe 
-yirid? T9VO ~ 

g-dy2e Sgz sat tot eeentqger Lis to notseiuded A “a 

ds Cd xibmeqggA ar bruvot 2h enoitsl29qKe 
ssvet ton Orh aquorg sucéptien out sal | foigsled ee 
eeenmogear treas re asonmedtth ineoitingtre a8 

giteaivdst sft zotudixgss 2! laqtonang | 
| IX sidat .@ xibaeqgé ab 
af ii mode 2h BT 8 5 Eu ae 
‘| go bagot epw sSpreretitb tag itingia s 4 <ibaeselll 
resipas! i fetenrmob zaw yrepgetés bidede vistiniteb om ) 
[ay ¥I101 Jex0R wo SOneiyeqne to euaey Yeoewe anived ~ 

biwes exedoest modw c3 neeréaq & od oa Laqioning sal 5329 8qK8 — 
229i gatvad z1edogeT ameldosa ignoer aq tied AS iw i 
egwdizige eidt vova} a3 bebned _2tRey aos as sora ,sonaiteqx x 


“oenneh 8 ape, oF TOs. Aus rmesong, BA 


76 


| an leases 20 


100 


The principal should be 
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his personal problems. 
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Response Category 


PUGURE gi 1 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN 
TWO. EXPERIENGE GROUPSeFORITTEMi3 


ivaanings @nA signiticamtndi fferenceétwasuidentified 
anmolving Liemmosethe principal should hold at least a 
B. Ed. degree. Comparisons were made on the basis of three 
SuUDseLOuUps.. Ole; vVedr OL. Lraining. two sto threepsyearse or: 
training, and four topsixseyears cofstraimings cIhesrating 
distribution for the first twossub-groups didnot differ 
at all so it was assumed that these two groups came from 
the same population. A rating distribution difference 
existed between teachers having aabachekors hom emas ters 
degree, and teachers not having a degree. 
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felt that the principal should definitely have a degree. 
This group of teachers with a degree .expected the principal 
to have as much if not more training than themselves. 
Teachers without a,degree generally agreed that a degree 
was desirable. 

Table Xi li@in) Appemdix.D contains the tabulation of 
responses given by. teachers, at three levels of teacher 
training. 

Recency, Ihe two Sub-groups};, teachers with »training 
before and after 1960, did not: reveal significant differences 
Hine LUT PeXpCCLAtlOns tore the. principal's attributes; -The 
responses are tabulated in Table XIV in Appendix D. 

Grade Level.. None, of the items from 1 to 10 revealed 
thaumeceaGne rs at dinterent, sradé levels held significantly 
different expectations for the principal's attributes. 


(Table XV in Appendix D). 


Statement Regarding Hypotheses 


Sexi onthe,~null-hypothesis for sub-groups classified 
onthe basis ef,sexareads,There.is;no significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between male and female 
teachers»in. their expectations for each .item. categorized 
under, the.general heading.of, principal's attributes. 

Since there was not sufficient evidence to reject this 
null hypothesis the researcher concluded, that male and female 


sub-groups do not, constitute two populations, with differing 
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PIGURES 12 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT 
FEHREEM GE VELS iO TEACHER VIRAENING “FOR ‘TEM ‘9 


empectiat1 Ons: feastthe tien, Giutens?tdesicri bang tthe prmicipale's 
attrib test. 

Maviteleotatus. the null hypothesis beines tested 
read {gdhere Gshino sont cam datterence Gini ithe das tribution 
of responses between single and married teachers in their 
expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of the: principal's attributes. 

The evidence was not sufficient to reject this null 
hypothesis. On the basis of this study it was concluded 
that marriage did not produce sub-groups which held signi- 
fh camtiyn dadiement expectations forthe tensa tems* relating 
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Age...) (l)js,Aicomparason of.teachers) under. thirty 
years of age.and those. between thirty-one and, fifty was 
made by testing the following hypotheses: There is no 
Significant. difference in. the distribution of.responses 
between teachers under thirty years of age and those between 
thirty-one and fifty in. their.expectations for each item 
cCategorized.under the general, heading. of, principal's 
attributes. With sufficient.evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis, for,Items.3 and.6,. the researcher concluded that 
there was, in fact, a significant difference between the two 
groups. for-Item.3. --,The principal~should be a,person. to. whem 
eeccacherpcoulds go,with,hasiproblemse;-fandead tem OAane The 
principal should be.a good teacher. In comparing these: two 
sub-groups ,.the researcher did not find sufficient evidence 
wOnredeccCtatneenuliehypetheses-for,dtemss dic 2,14, -56575c8,28 
and 10. 

(2) A comparison of teachers under thirty and those 
over fifty was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
There is no significant difference in the distribution of 
responses between teachers under thirty years of age and 
those over fifty in. their,expectations for;each.item 
categorized under the general heading of principal's 
attributes. Sufficient evidence was found to reject. this 
null hypothesis for Items 1 and 3., The conclusion formulated 
was that teachers under thirty and eee ever, fifty 


CONSta Ute ditrerent. populations with respect te Item. I -- 
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The principal should be a good public speaker -- and Item 
3°=-="The principal should be a person to whom the teacher 
could go with his personal problems. 

Insufficient evidence,was found’ to reject the null 
hypochesis*foer Ttems¥ 25 4995 e675" 8ye£9.and'10, 

(3) A comparison of teachers between thirty-one 
and fifty, and teachers over fifty was made by testing the 
following hypothesis: There is no significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers between 
thirty-one and fifty and those over fifty years of age in 
their expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of. principal's attributes. Sufficient evidence could 
not=be= found" te reject: the’ nulivhypethesis for’ any’ of the 
items. “It*was' then concluded that teachers in these two age 
SToUpsS* did#not* difter*in their®*éxpectations with respect to 
they ten’ items deScribing thet principal’ Si attributes: 

Religion. A comparison of Roman. Catholic and 
Protestant teachers was made by testing the following 
hypothesis: There is no significant difference in the 
distribution of responses between Roman Catholic and 
Protestant.teachers’ in’ their®expettations: forséach® item 
categorized under the heading of principal's attributes. 

Since there'was insufficient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis the researcher concluded that Roman Catholics 


and Protestants constitute a single population in terms of 
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their’ expectations, for the ten’ items describing the 
principal's attributes. 

Experiencée,y©(1)+A*comparison.of teachers with ene 
or two yéars of experience, and teachers with three.to ten 
years of.experience was made by testing the following 
hypothesis’ Thereviswne' significant *difference®in® the 
distribution of responses between teachers with one or two 
years of teaching experience and those with three to ten 
years@in theiréxpectations!forveach item. catesorizédiundéer 
the genéeral*heading of *principal’s attributes; “Since there 
Was Insufficient evidence toeréject theenulli*hypothesis, it 
was concluded that teachers with one or two years of experi- 
ence, and!iteachers with three to ten years of experience came 
frem the same population and that their expectations, for the 
ten attribute items were similar. 

(2) *sA° comparison ‘ef* teachers with’ one or, two years of 
experience, and-teachers with eleven to twenty years of 
experience was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
THeré215 fo Significant differéncésin*the dis trebuti oneer 
FeswenWes between teachers with one or two years of teaching 
experience. and those. with eleven to twenty years in their 
expectations for each item categorized. under the general 
heading of principal's attributes. 

Sincé there*was: insufficient evidence, to reject: the 


null hypothesis, it was concluded that teachers with one or 
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two years of teaching experience and those with eleven to 
twenty years of.experience came from the same population 
and that their expectations were similar for the ten 
ation bite).1 tems). 

(3) A comparison of teachers with one or two years 
of experience, and teachers with over twenty years of. experi- 
ence was ‘made by testing. the.following hypothesis: There is 
Ross benaticant’ difference am the, distribution of.<responses 
between teachers with one or two years of teaching experience 
and those with more than twenty years in their expectations 
fer each item categorized under the general heading of 
prencipal's)<attni butes . 

Since; there was; net -sutfiraient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis, it was concluded that teachers with one or 
two years of teaching experience and those with more than 
twenty years came from the same population and that their 
expectations were similar for the ten attribute items. 

(4) A comparison of teachers with three to ten years 
of teaching experience, and teachers with eleven to twenty 
years was made by testing the following hypothesis: There is 
1o/cshenicficant dafferencereini;the, distribution. ferespenses 
between.teachers with three to, ten years of teaching experi- 
ence. and those with eleven to twenty years in their 
expectations .for.each item categorized. under «the, general 


heading of. principal's; attributes. 
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Since there was insufficient evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that these 
two groups of teachers came from the same population and 
that their expectations were similar for the ten attribute 
LtemMs . 

(5) °A comparison of teachers with three to ten years 
and teachers with over twenty years of teaching experience 
was made by testing the following hypothesis: There is no 
Significant difference in the-distribution of responses 
between teachers with three to ten years of teaching experi- 
ence and those with more than twenty years in their 
expectations fer each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's attributes). 

Hhereewasesltr1elenteeviidence to reject “this nuli 
hypothesis for Item 3 with the resulting conclusion that 
these two groups constitute two populations when consideration 
is given to this item. 

A comparison ef the responses given: to Items l.and 2, 
and: 4 to 10, did net provide sufficient evidence to réject the 
null hypethesis. It-was concluded that for these items the 
two experience groups were drawn from the same population and 
that: a. difference an expectations dad not existe. 

(6) <A comparison of teachers with eleven to twenty 
years and over twenty years of experience was made by testing 
the following hypothesis: There is no.significant difference 


in the distribution of responses between teachers with eleven 
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to twenty years of teaching experience and those with more 
than twenty years in their expectations for each item 
categorized*under the general heading of principal's 
attributes: 

Since there was insufficient evidence to reject. the 
null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that these two 
groups of teachers came from the same population and that 


their expectations were similar for the ten attribute items. 


imalvinge es Ces leachersv with one year of training 
were compared with teachers with two or three years by testing 
the following hypothesis: There is no significant, difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers with one 
yeat,ot teacher training and. these with two or three years in 
Eneiieexpectatiens for, each item categorized under the general 
headings: principal's attributes. 

DINceetieTCswasen@tesititici1ent evidence to reject the 
null. hypothesis the researcher concluded. that these two sub- 
groups came from the same population and that their 
expectations with respect to the ten attribute items did not 
igs Ci 

(2) Teachers with one year of training were compared 
with teachers having four to six years of training by testing 
the following hypothesis; There is ne significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers with one 


year of training and those with four to six years in their 
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expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's attributes. 

The distribution ofi responses) for these’ \twor sub- 
proups provided’ sufficient  evidence® to’ reject? the null 
hypothesis and permit the conclusion that teachers with 
ene year of training: differed! significantly from teachers 
With? four) toesix*years of * training with respect! to 
expectations for Item 9s 

A) Comparison® of* thei responses given ‘to. Items) 1° tos 8 
ands 10Wdid, not provide sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis. It was concluded that for these items the two 
sub-groups were drawn from the same population and that a 
diatference: intexpectationse didi nojtt exists 

(S)en Av comparasons off teachersswiths two or three 
years, and teacherstwith@wour: to: sixtyearstofitraining was 
made by testing the, following hypothesis: There is no 
Significant difference, in the: distribution of responses 
between teachersiwith®tworor. three years of teacher training 
and those with four or more years in their expectations for 
each. item categorized* under’ the general heading of principal's 
attributes. 

Therel wasesSurficients evidences toere ject. this null 
hypothesis for Item 9 with the conclusion following that 
these two groups constitute two populations when consider- 
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Recency of training siThenhypothesis related to 


PeCencysGr Craininger ol lowss;) [here 1s ne Significant 
difference in the distribution of responses between 
teachers who have taken their teacher training before 1960 
and those who have taken teacher training since 1960. 

pincer there: was net, sutticient evidence te reject 
the null hypothesis, it was concluded that recency of 
tLrainingeaid net produce, teacher sub-groups with differing 
expectations for the-ten items categorized under principal's 
attributes. 

Grade taught. “Three comparisens of: teachers ‘at 
various grade levels were made by testing the following 
hypethesis: There 1s no significant, difference in. the 
distribution of responses between teachers: 

(a) who teach grades 1, 2, or 3 and those who 

CeACheA yoo ar iO. 
(b) -whie-teach grades lI, 2, or-3' and) those who 
teach) 75. 8\> or 9; 
(c) who teach grades 4, 5, or 6 and those who 
Teach keo has. 
im their expectations; itor each atemmcategori zed unger the 
general heading of principal's attributes. 

Since there was not sufficient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis, it was concluded that the expectations for 
the.ten items listed: under principal-'s attributes were | 


independent of grade level position. . 
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87 
III. SUMMARY 


Di fife reéncesifin texpectation rdtings were inoted on 
four of the attribute statements: 

Should be.a good public speaker. 

Teachers Under. thirty were more in favor. of ‘this 

attribute,than teachers who were over fifty. 

sheuld be a person a teacher could go to with his 

personal problems. 

Teachers over thirty expected this attribute more 

thaneceacheonsuunder, thirty. 

teachersawith twenty or more years of experience 

WEeTewMOre wilsistene, thatethe principal should be a 

person a teacher could go to with his personal 

preblems than teachers with three to ten years 

experience. 

Should be a good teacher. 

Nearly sali of the teachers between thirty-one and 

fifty definitely expected this attribute: but teachers 

under thirty were less insistent on thas =poeinG. 

Should hold at least .a B. Ed. degree. 

Respondents with a degree expected. the principal to 

have a degree but these individuals without.a degree, 

although. they theught it. desirable, tended to take a 


more neutral position on this point.. 
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CHAPTER VII 


TESTS OFS HYPOTHESES RELATIVE TQ THE™ PRINCIPAL'S 


SCHOOL MANAGEMENT BEHAVIOR 


Three position groups were asked to respond, to the 


following twenty statements: dealing with their 


expectations of the principal's school management behavior. 


(11) 


(12) 


(13) 


(14) 


(15) 


(16) 


Giz) 


(18) 


(19) 


Thet principal: sheuld deyoteat; least) halt of 
his; tiameytot iamprevement of the instructional 
program. 

The-praincipalyshould: be: a firm disciplinarizan., 
The principal should do some classroom, teaching 
each year. 

The principal should visit each classroom 
several times each year. 

The principal should visit classrooms, for 
purposes of observation, by appointment only. 
Lhesprincipals should be ene*of, the first staff 
members in the building each morning. 

The principale sheuld.take.a reguiar turn: on: 
the. supervisory; duty, schedule. 

The principal should have the teachers evaluate 
him periodically as a means for determining his 
efiectiveness .); 

The principal should review and,:.if:he deems 


it necessary, revise report cards before, they 
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are sent home. 

(20) The principal. should: be-one of the main 
sources of ceunselling help for the.teachers 
in-efforts to selve individual: student problems. 

(21) The principal should administer the achievement 
and>mentaltests-for his building. 

(22) The principal should: see that an. agenda is 
distributed at least a few hours before each 
faculty meeting. 

(23) sLiscerperal punishment 1s ‘to be ‘used in 
discipline ,ithe principal ‘should be the only 
Personen chesbuLilding to, administer: it, 

(24) The principal should help the janitor to plan 
his work, and supervise .the results. 

(25) The principal should involve his staff,in 
formulating school policy. 

(26) The principal«should- initiate.in-service 
education programs. 

(2:7) ‘Theieprincipalcshould participate in ithe: selection 
of teaching staff, 

(28) The principal should formally evaluate teachers 
as a-means for determining their effectiveness. 

(29) The principal: should ‘recommend ‘the ‘dismissal of 
teachers whom he believes to be incompetent, 

(30); ai he tee et aera expect teachers who do not 


hold an approved. degree to improve, their 
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90 
qualifications by attending summer school, 


I. FINDINGS RELATIVE TO THE RESPONSE. OF 


POSITION GROUPS 


Significant Items 


Three comparisons were made for each.of the twenty 
items related to the principal's school management behavior. 
The principals' responses were compared with those.of the 
superintendent, ithe principals' responses with those, of 
the, teachers, and finally -the superintendents’ with the 
teachers). sA tabulation :ef ‘the results: ts .included in 
Appendix E. 

Nine of the thirty comparisons revealed a significant 
Ga Bremence). 

Etemsb2, Sthe principal whould +be,<acfirmedisciphinarian, 
revealed a difference between.principals- and teachers, and 
superintendents, and teachers... Figure’ 13.illus trates) that 
teachers ‘felt very strong .in, their.support,,of «this statement 
but superintendents. did not expect.the principal. to behave 
this: wayi.s ‘One-third jof<the esuperintendents:.even jfelt ithat 
the principal should not be a firm disciplinarian. . Frazier? 
found that teachers did in fact show a strong desire for a 


firm disciplinarian and often suggested that this was a 


t calvin M. Frazier, "Role Expectations of .the 
Elementary Principal as Perceived -by, Superintendents, - 
Principals and Teachers '' (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, 
The “University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 1964), p. 92. 
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necessity forgthe principal if he-was, to have the.respect 
ef students. and. teachers. Principals, Frazier reported, 
acknowledged the presence of this expectation but expressed 
difficubty ingconsjstentily. meeting it. 

Item 14, illustrated in Figure 14, revealed a 
difference between teachers and. superintendents which was 
Significant t@ they.001 Tevel.of confidence, While 60 
per cent ‘of the.superintendéents felt ‘that the principal 
should definitely visit. each classroom several times each 
year,°55 per cent of the*teacherssrecognized: this. as 
desirablesbut§22 per cent' of  the:teacheérs were’not>sin favor 
Cre eis vistlatsens lhe principals: did net. differ signi- 
ficantly- with either: group because their response represented 
a median position. 

Figure;15-illustrates the. responses given to-.Item 26; 
the principal should initiate in-service education programs, 
While no-significant difference was. found between. the 
expectations of principals and teachers, principals and. 
superintendents, and, teachers.and superintendents did differ.. 
Principals! and teachers' responses were.nearly identical... 
Superintendents weredefinitely in support: of ¢this item while 
principals and teachers thought it somewhat desirable. 

Item 27, introducing the idea that a principal. should 
participate in »the;-selection,ofstaffjand illustrated in 
Figure 16, demonstrates that principals definitely felt that 


they should be involved in the selection of staff, While 
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PIGURE #13 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS? , SUPERINTENDENTS! , ‘AND 
TEAGHERS***RESPONSES FOR TI TEM {12 
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FIGURE 14 


: THE DISTRIBUTION OF SUPERINTENDENTS! AND 
H TEACHERS' RESPONSES FOR ITEM 14 
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FIGURE 15 


THES UTS TRIBUELONSOFP PRINCIPALS! , SUPERINTENDENTS', AND 
TEACHERS" RESPONSES FOR ITEM 26 
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FIGURE 16 


THE DISTRIEBUDION OF PRINCLPALS 's-AND. TEACHERS ' 
RESPONSES BOR. TEM 2-7. 
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nearly gone-half-of—the—teachers—felt-that-this~may; be 
desirable over 25 per-centi.did! net: want: the ‘principal 
involved in,staff selection. 

tem 29, -illustrated an Figure 17,;stated that- the 
principal should recommend the dismissal of teachers whom 
he believes to be incompetent. The difference was found 
to,exist between.the expectations of principals and teachers. 
The principals’ should ratings were always. greater than the 
teachers' but the reverse was true in the-.should not 
categories.. Although, the statistics were not: refined enough 
t® give conclusive “evidence, -a possible conflict ceuld. exist 
here? 

Another area of possible conflict was revealed in 
Figure 18-which illustrates .Item.30; the principal should 
expect teachers who do not hold an approved degree to improve 
their qualifications by attending summer:school. Teachers 
differed. from both. principals: and superintendents-in their 
expectations for this: item. Principals and. superintendents 


seemed to favor;:this item more, than teachers. 


Statement Regarding Hypotheses 


The null hypethesis read: There.is no-Signifacant 
difference in the distribution of: responses between: 

(a). Principals: and superintendents, 

(b))\ Principals Aand ,teachers , -~and, > 


(c) Superintendents and teachers, 
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THE DISTRIBUTION-OF PRINCIPALS' AND TEACHERS' 
RESPONSES FOR ITEM 29 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS", “SUPERINTENDENTS' ,. AND 
TEACHERS") "RESPONSES? ‘FOR’ ITEM '30 
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in, theireexpectations for Items 11 to 30 which»are categorized 
under the general heading of principal's school management 
behavior. 

On the basis of responses tabulated in Appendix E 
the :hypotheses ;cannotsbe.rejected.except for) Items 12).14; 26, 
Zhe? iand 30% 

itemei2wg thetprincipaltshouldrbecapfirm discipbinanian. 
Phe rverwas.sutficientievidencestoarejectctheshypothesisithat 
principals and teachers, and superintendents and teachers 
didmot ,ditfer significantly «in. theirtexpectations for this 
item, but there was. insufficient evidence to demonstrate 
that principals and superintendents differed. 

Ltemel4) ~The principalyshould ‘visit each«classroom 
several atimesiceach evear sj sThere fwas--insufficienti. evidence to 
reject the hypotheses that principals and superintendents, 
and principals: jand teachersicdid not. differ with -respectito 
this hitem, ecbutcsuftficient revidence: was-tfound cto.cregect tthe 
hypothesis with respect to superintendents and teachers. It 
was concluded that superintendents and teachers held signi- 
ficantly different j}expectations sfor iitemel4. 


Item, 26. o,)The principal should yinatiate ine service 





education programs. Insufficient evidence was found to reject 
the hypothesis relating to principal-teacher expectations but 
sufficient evidence was found to reject the hypotheses 
relating to principal-superintendent and superintendent- 


teacher expectations. It was concluded that principals and 
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97 
Superintendents, and superintendents and teachers held 


Signifacantlysedifférent expectations: for Item 26; 


[temuc?, suthejprincipal *shouldgparticipatesinathe 





selection of teaching:staff. . Sufficient.evidence was found 
to reject.the hypethesis relating to the principal-teacher 
comparison. Evidence obtained was not sufficient to reject 
the hypothesized similarity between principals' and. superin- 
tendents*, and superintendents’ and.teachers! expectations. 
It was concluded that principals and teachers held signi- 
ficantly différentvsexXpectations;for Item 27. 

Item 29, The principal should recommend the dismissal 
Of, teachers: whomehe, believes texbe»incempetent.: Sufficient 
evidence; was feund,to reject.the hypothesis relating to the 
principal-teacher comparison. Evidence obtained was not 
sufficient to reject the hypothesized similarity between 
prerecipals yand superintendents', and superintendents" and 
teachers” expectatiens fer Item 29. It-was concluded that 
principals and. téachers did hold significantly different 
expectations for Item-29. 

Item 30. The principal. should expect.teachers. who 
do not hold an approved degree to improve their qualifications 
by attending summer school. A comparison of principals' and 
superintendents’ expectations did net provide sufficient 
evidence to reject the null hypothesis. It was therefore 
concluded that these two position groups did not differ 


Sagniticantiy anetheir expectations fer Item.30. Sufficient 
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evidence was found for this item to. reject the null 
hypotheses dealing with a comparison of principals' and 


teachers', and superintendents' and teachers' expectations. 


Die wee INDINGS “RELATIVE [0 THE RESPONSE OF 


TEACHER, SUB-GROUPS 


Significant Items 


Following the comparison of position groups, each of 
the twenty items relating to, the principal's school, management 
behavior was compared on the basis of teacher sub-groups. 

Each item was subjected to nineteen comparisons. (See Table 


IV, page .227, comparisons 4 through 22). 


sex. Wleacher sub= groups) classified.en the basis: of 
sex responded. to the twenty.items._relating—to, the principal's 
school management behavior. Of the twenty comparisons, Items 
17, 18, 20tand:. 27-reyealed:a Ssignificant;»difference..between 
the-two sexes. (Table XVII, Appendix F). 

Figure 19 1ilustrates.thée distribution] ef male and. 
female- responses for. Item 17. Over.one-third:of,the female 
teachers felt that avprincipal) shemld take a regular turn on 
the supervisory duty schedules. Forty-four per cent-of the 
males agreed that this may be advisable while 40 per cent 
felt that it was net desirable. 

Item 18, )ifiustrated in Figure 20, reveals another. 


Significant difference between male and female expectations. 
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FIGURE. 19 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS' 
RESPONSES FOR ITEM 17 - 


Ttemeis. Ihe principal should 
have the teachers 
evaluate him period- 
ically as a means for 
determining his 
effectiveness. 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS ' 
RESPONSES FOR ITEM 18 
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Forty-six.per cent of the male. responses fell in the 
preferably should category as compared with 26 per cent 

of the females’. Sixty-six perhcent of the femalessindicated 
that the principal should not.have.the teachers evaluate him 
periodically” as. a means: for determining his effectiveness. 

Item 20, Figurde: ll, weveals a significant, difference 
in the intensityfo£ feeling jonly. Both: sub-groups: agreed 
that- the principalysheuld, besene. of the main sources. ‘of 
Gpunselling help for the. teachers.in ‘efforts to solve 
individual student preblems. Seventy-one per-cent-of the 
females indicated that the principal should definitely 
possess = this attribute’. 

A greater number of male than female. teachers.felt 
that a principal. should, participate in the selection of 
teaching start,  ~ihis differencegshas obeenm illustrated in 
ragure: 227 

A table showing a comparison of the responses given 
by male and female teachers to school management items is 


included in Appendix F% 


Marital Status. None-of. the twenty items relating 
to the principal's school management behavior revealed a 
significant: difference-between married and single teachers. 
Table XVIII in AppendixpFreentaims a tabulation ef the 
responses given by married and single teachers to the twenty . 


school management items. 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS' 
RESPONSES FOR ITEM 20 
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FICURE 322 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS! 
RESBONSES FOR VFEM 27 
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Age. The respondents were categorized in, three age 
groups: teachers under thirty, teachers from thirty-one -to 
fifty, and teachers over fifty. Because;of the three -sub- 
groups, three comparisons were made for each.item. Figures 
23; .24 and: 25“illustrate the four comparisons which revealed 
Significant ditterences. 

Fagure =23-illustrates-the responses given by the three 
age groups to Item 18; the principal should, have the teachers 
evaluate him periodically as a means for determining his 
Crrectaveness, “A Significant difference was found between 
the responses: ef teachers. under thirty and those between 
tharty-one® and fifty, “and teachers under thirty” and*those over 
farty., Jt wouldjappear that téachers; under thirty constitute 
ene population while all teachers. over,thirty constitute 
another’ population with, respect; te™ltem’'18. Nearly ’50 per- 
cent-of the young teachers felt that this evaluation would 
be’ desirable while 50 per.cent ofthe two other groups 
combined thought. it a worthwhile activity. 

Of the three comparisons for Item 24, only one. was 
Significant; Figure 24 Billustratesethe saenaficant, difference 
which was found to exist between the responses of teachers 
under, thirty and teachers between.thirty-one and fifty. A 
Sighificantly greater percentage: of.the younger. teachers 
indicated their expectation as should not or definitely 
should-not.. The majority of the middle aged group expected 


the principal to help the janitor plan his work and supervise 
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The principal should have the 
teachers ‘evaluate him period- 
ically as a means for deter- 
mining his effectiveness. 
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FIGURE 23 


DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN THREE 
AGE GROUPS FOR ITEM 18 
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The principal should help the 
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FIGURE 24 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN TWO AGE 
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Chey results. 

Teachers in all age:categories felt: that the 
principal should involve his staff in formulating school, 
policy. The dataveathered for Item 25 is illustrated: in 
Figure, Zo; wlhe-sigpngeicant difference was found te jexist 
between thetrespensesmon teachers under, thirty and-those 
over fifty.” Younger teachers were very definite about, this 
expectation while’ the older group, «admitting its desirability, 
scored the greater number of responses in the preferably 
should category. 

A tabulation of all responses given.by the age sub- 


greups is includéd.in Table XIX in Appendix. F, 


Religion. The two sub-groups based.on religion did 
net, reveal any Significant differences in the: responses to 
items.related te the principal's scheel management behavior. 
The tabulation ef thesé results has: been included in 


Appendix F, Table XxX. 


Experience, Only two of, the twenty items related to 
the principal's school management behavior revealed a signi- 
ficant:- difference between any. of:.the teacher sub-groups: 
based on years. of teaching experience. 

Item 18, illustrated in Figure 26, differentiated 
between. teachers with one or two years of experience and. 
those with eleven to twenty years, and. teachers with one or 


two years of experience and. those with over twenty years, 
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Teachers with limited experience were more in 
agreement with the concept of evaluating the principal 
periodically as.a means for determining his effectiveness. 

Itemjiza asked respondents to indicate whether or 
not a principal should involve his staff in formulating 
school policy. 

The difference in opinion existed between. teachers 
with. ene or two years of experience and. teachers.with,eleven 
to. twenty years; and teachers with one or. two years of 
experience, and these, with ,ever.twenty- years. 

Teachers .with one’ er-two. years ef experience differed 
from these other two groups.in- that 80 per cent of the less 
experrenced: group telt. that the principal sheuld definitely 
involve his staff in,.formulating school policy. Teachers with 
eleven te twenty years. of experience: were in agreement with 
this principle.but were less positive in expressing this. 

Me tabulatteon of responses given by teachers in 
experience sub-groups to Items 11.to 30,is contained in 


Appendix, F, Tablémxx! .t. 


Teachep training. Years of teacher training was used 
to categorize teachers. into, three sub-groups: one year of 
teacher training, two.er three years, and, four, to $1x years. 
In responding to Items 11.to)30, ‘these three sub-groups 
demonstrated a significant difference of opinion on five items. 


Item 18, dealing with the evaluation of the principal 
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Item 18. The principal should have the 
teachers evaluate him period- 
80 ically as @ means for deter- 
mining: his effectivenesis. 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN THREE 
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tordeterming Fis @riectiveness, differentiated between 
teachers with one year of: training and those, with two or 
three years. Although, teachers in general did.not seem to 
regard this as a useful activity, 42 per. cent of the teachers 
With "‘twe- Or, three yéars: of training felt.that the principal 
should ask fer this evaluation while less than half of this 
percentage *of teachers with one, year.ef training felt that 
the principal, should, be evaluated, 

Ptemeco. Lilus trateesin bigure,29. identified a 
Stenisicant ditterence between. teachers.with one year ef 
training and. those with four to six years.. This item asked 
teachers whether or not the.principal should be the only 
person in. the building to administer corporal punishment,-if 
De Was to De Sed ines tudent discipline, .~ sixty .per cent iof 
the teachers with one year.of.training were in faver of this 
ded, with the: large majority of teachers 11 this. cate gony 
registering their response in the preferably should category. 
Teachers with four to six. years of training were as much 
opposed. to this item as. the others were in,favor, 

Item 24, an, Figuréms0), states!) thatmehe principal 
should help the janitor to plan his work and supervise the 
results, This item identifgedogassigniggcant difference 
between teachers with two or three years of training, and 
teachers with four to six years. , 

Sixty-three per. cent’of the teachers with four to 


Six.years of training felt the principal should or definitely 
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FIGURE 28 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT TWO LEVELS 


OF TEACHER TRAINING FOR ITEM 18 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT TWO 
LEVELS OF TEACHER TRAINING FOR ITEM 23 
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FIGURE 30 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT TWO LEVELS 
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should help the janitor while 38 per cent of the teachers 
in the middle category based on training felt this way... 

Teachers with one year of training and those with two 
or three years.were.found to differ significantly on. Item 
27; the principal should participate.in the selection of, 
teaching start. ~(Seeé- Figuremal). Sixty-three per.cent of 
the teachers with two or three years of. training agreed that 
the principal. preferably should participate in the selection 
of teaching staff. Responses given by teachers with one year 
Gietraining were quite equally distributed in the.four 
categories. 

Item 30 asked teachers whether or not a principal 
should expect teachers who do not hold. an approved degree 
to impreve their qualifications, by attending summer scheol, 
The epinions ef teachers with one,year.of training differed 
Stent ticantly trem those, of teachers with four te.six.years 
Of training. ~A-large percentage of teachers in the ene year 
category indicated that: the principal. should: preferably not 
or should definitely not hold definite expectations about 
teachers and their degree. On the other hand, 76 per. cent 
of the teachers with four, te six years: ef:.training felt. that 
the principal-sheuld expect teachers without approved degrees 
to improve their qualifications by attending summer school. 

Table XXII in Appendix F contains a tabulated summary 
of the. respenses given by: teachers at three levels of 


teacher trainings for items: eleven,te thirty. 
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LEVELS OF TEACHER TRAINING FOR ITEM 30 
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Recency of teacher training. The teachers 
responding to. the Expectations Questionnaire were divided 
into two sub-groups on the basis of the recency of. their 
teacher training. Bin responding to Items 11 to 30, jteachers 
who had taken their training before 1960 and teachers who 
were trained, between 1960 and 1966 were found to differ 
Signrticantly ony sxe tems: ml f-138.. 20,23, 27 and: 30, 

Item 11 suggesies thatea principalyshouldsdevote at 
least half of:his \time’ to the" improvement of the instructional 
program. Although both sub-groups thought.this was necessary, 
teachers with recent training placed more emphasis on this 
aspect of the principal's school management. 

Responses to litem 18 revealed a significant difference 
between teachers who had taken teacher training before 1960 
and after 1960.5, Forty-three per cent of the teachers with 
Ve lativyedysrecentitrainine feltthat a principal's effective- 
ness-should be.evaluated, while only 2] per-.cent-of the 
ether greup felt) this way. In beth of the should,not 
Categories, the percentage of theyrespenses of teachers with 
nen-recent training exceededithe percentage: of. responses 
by teachers with) recent—training: 

Item -20.states that a principal*shoeuld be,oene of the 
main,sources of counselling help, for the teachers in.efforts 
to solve individual student problems. Both.categories of 
teachers agreed that this was a desirable behavior for a, 


principal but.the recently-trained teachers were less 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS WITH RECENT 
AND NON-RECENT TRAINING FOR ITEM 11 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS WITH RECENT 
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insistent than the\ group trained prior to 1960. 

Teachers.with recent and non-recent training also 
differed with respect to responses recorded for Item 23: 
if corporal punishment.is to,be’used in.student discipline, 
the principal should: be the only person in the building to 
administer.it. Teachers who had taken their training before 
1960 were generally more in. favor of this than teachers who 
had been trained after 1960. 

The two-Sub-groups based.on. the..recency of training 
revealed a Signiticant- difference, in their response to Item 
27 which was related to. the principal. and his participation 
in the.selection,of teaching, staff;,,»Aitheugh the majority 
ef each sub-group felt this was desirable, a significantly 
larger. number of teachers. with training after 1960 indicated 
that the principal preferably should be. active in. the 
selection of staff. 

Teachers.-whe differ with respect.to the recency: of 
their training alse differed significantly in. their response 
to Item 30. — This:differéncegirs illusitratéd in Figure 38." 
Sixty-three per. cént @irteatiers. wath regent training felt 
that the principal should,expect teachers who do not hold an 
appreved,degree to improve their. qualifications by attending 

summer school while only 43. per cent of the other group 
indicated this. The majority of the teachers with training 
before 1960 felt that. a principal. should have expectations 


with regard to teachers and their attending summer school. 
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FIGURE 235 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS WITH RECENT 
AND NON-RECENT TRAINING FOR ITEM 20 
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BEGURE: €36 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS WITH RECENT 
AND NON-RECENT TRAINING FOR ITEM 23 
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FIGURE #57 


THE *DISTRIBUTFON OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS WITH RECENT 
AND NON-RECENT TRAINING FOR ITEM 27 
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FUGURE 55 


THE DISTRIBUTION OP RESPONSES BY TEACHERS .WILH, RECENT 
AND “NON=@ RECENT) TRATNING FOR PIEM 30 
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Table XXIII in Appendix F contains a tabulated 
summary of the responses given by teachers with training 


before and after 1960 to Items 11 to 30. 


Grade taught,. Teachers.in the three divisions:; grades 
1,.4, -andrsse 4, | Seand 6;. and. 7,-8, and 9, were asked to 
respond to school management Items 11 to 30. Responses 
for items. 20, #27. Mand. 50 @mevealed significant differences 
between the sub-groups; ~The” tabulated responses have been 
included in Table XXIV in Appendix F. 

Respenses: for Item 20 reveal a significant difference 
between. teachers._of divisien one and junior high teachers. 
Both: groups. felt.that the: principal: should be one of «the 
Main;sourcess of counselling help.ftor the._teachers..in.efferts 
to solve individual student problems, but significantly more 
@f the teachers in.divisien~one stated that this should 


DetiInitely Deas @.. .bileure. ov Tiliustrates (the.sieniticant. 


differences in the. respenses' of teachers in the: two sub-groups. . 


Responses to Item 2Z7sidentified ia Significant 
difference between division one and. junior high teachers, 
and division two and. junior high teachers. A significantly 
greater number of definitely should and preferably should 
responses were recorded for the junior high teachers than 
for division one or two teachers. Junior high teachers were 
more inclined to feel that the principal should participate 


in. the selection of teaching staff. 
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FIGURE), 39 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT TWO 
GRADE LEVELS FOR ITEM 20 
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FIGURE 40 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT THREE 
GRADE” LEVELS FOR ITEM .27 
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Figure 41 illustrates the difference which was 
found when responses for Item 30 were compared. Fifty-six 
per.cent of- the junior high teachers, recorded a preferably 
should response as compared to 40.per cent of the teachers 


in division one. 


Statement Regarding Hypotheses 


Sex. The null hypothesis for sub-groups classified on 
CiemoaslowOtmese xX mead, 1nere. 1S No. Siontiscant™difference in 
the distribution of responses between. male and female teachers 
in their.expectations, for each item categorized under the 
Peneiad NeagdiIng OL principal s school management behavior. 

ihere was surticient evident to reject this hypothesis 
FOrercomns 77 lo ,ecOmand) 2/cbut insufficient evidence: ‘to 


mMeVectithe Nyportiesis ter the other items from 11,to. 30. 


Marital status. The null hypothesis being tested 
reod: here 1S N@ signiticant difference an the. distribution 
of responses between single and married teachers in their 
expectations for each,item- categorized under. the general 
heading of principal's school management behavior. 

There. was not: sufficient.evidence. to reject. the null 
hypothesis. It was concluded that marriage did not produce 
sub-groups which held, significantly different expectations 


for the principal's school management behavior. . 


Age. (1) A comparison of teachers under thirty years 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT THREE 
GRADE LEVELS FOR ITEM 30 
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of age and those between. thirty-one and fifty was made by 
testing the following hypothesis: There is.no significant 
difference in the distribution of responses between teachers 
under thirty years of. age and those between thirty-one, and 
Erereyeine (herr €xpeccations for ¢ach item*=categorized’ under 
the general heading of principal's school management behavior. 

There’ was surtacient evidence’ to reject the above 
hypothesis for Items 18 and 24. It was concluded that for 
these two items age-did produce sub-groups with significantly 
different expectations. 

(2) A comparison of teachers under thirty and. those 
over fifty was made by testing the following null hypothesis: 
There 1s.ne Significant difference in the. distribution of 
responses between teachers under thirty years of age and those 
Over tettysinstneir expectations for each item categorized 
under the general heading of principal’s school: management 
behavior. Sufficient evidence was found to reject this 
hypothesis for Items 18,and 25, It was concluded that 
teachers below thirty and those over fifty constituted sub- 
groups with significantly different expectations for these 
two items. | 

(3) A comparison of teachers between thirty-one, and 
fvity}? and? téachers over / fifty was-made by tCes’ting the 
following ‘hypothesis: There is no significant, difference in 
the distribution of responses between teachers between thirty- 


one “and fifty and those over fifty years. of age in their. 
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expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's school management behavior. 

oufficient.. evidence. could, net be..found to, reject..the null 
hypothesis for any of the school management items., It was 
concluded that teachers in these two age groups did not 
differ in their.expectations,with respect to the twenty items 


describing the principal's school management behavior. 


Religion. A comparison of Roman Catholic and 
Protestant teachers. was made by testing the following null 
hypothesis: There is no.significant difference in the distri- 
bution of responses between Roman Catholic and Protestant 
teachers in their expectations for each item categorized 
under the general heading of principal's school management 
behavior. 

Since théré.was insufficient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that Roman. Catholics 
and Protestants constitute a single population with similar 
expectations for the twenty items describing the principal's 


school management behavior. 


Experience. .(1).,A comparison. of teachers with .one.or 
two years: of.experience, and teachers with three to ten years 
of experience was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
There iS;\no ssignificant difference inthe distribution .of 
responses between teachers with one or two years of teaching 


experience and those with three to ten years in their 


x i ame 
: F 
z , 
; 
: A 
~ i 
vf 
~ “ ’ h/ : 
| A = 
* 7 fd } 
< _ 
H fe ‘ — ’ , \ ry r Ke. 
* - * 2 op rn 
< vy Pr LYORSeTSED mod n286s Ol enolgago 
& 










x of bauye? o¢ ten bly eotabive a9o ee 
=F 


~ 
i fe ea . 1 is " _ ren: yr 
eoT { W AO 8 ee 7 BHhs.f 7 
j ‘ 1 _— ae | 3 
: Viie €& i w fie & SI x : ' IG ite 
bar 
“4 > s- 4 y ze C 
3 ) - 1 L itt a &, fi Pa f a no Pe | 
1 , + 
é vd ebam a2aw @teados 
— 4 
d Do JNBIITIAQS OT} i STS! bree 
rs “a ous - 7 5 is Ty : a 
ee : 
>, 
y ‘ 
» na 86 102 enoltsedpaqes BLOAT HO ares 
5 é 
7 
{ . LTC inibsnedt Levene, edt 2 
% . . - 
k » Tory 
i 
4 \ 
® 
3 oF iT i. = ] Pitt Ww Stren sorie 
cn ce 
Sif ; b ol non tedoresecs ote . afean toqud fius 


Re 


r P ; ; - d s ~, ~ * + ve « 57 - 
ralimte dAgiw nsoltstuyoq elynate 8. eiuditenod zineset ro44 ‘bas . 
; m 









7 9 ’ : a . Pe. » 7 +a 
2 io eqiomitg ens garditaeeb emeti yYImows ef 104 ine Balsa 
Ago’ ied th a 
a } ak. oivs ded J mem ag sien Loodaa 





- 


a® ie = 
; a 7 Dit YAR) 


124 


expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's school management. behavior. 

Since. there was insufficient evidence to.reject the 
null hypothesis, it-.was concluded that teachers with one or 
two years ,of experience, .and teachers .with.three.to ten 
years of experience came from the same population and that 
their expectations for the twenty school management items were 
Similar. 

(2) A comparison of teachers with one, or two years 
@raexperience, sand. teachers with eleven,to twenty..years ,of 
experience was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
There iS gne signiticant,ditferencein,the distribution, of 
responses between teachers with one or two years of teaching 
experience_and these with eleven to, twenty: years in their 
expectations fer each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's school management behavior. 

Menes was sins uLticlent, evidence .bo.Te}ect.this null 
hypothesis for all school. management items with the 
exception of Items 18.and-25.- For these two items the 
conclusion followed that there was, indeed, a significant 
difference in the distribution of responses between: teachers 
with one or two years of teaching experience and those with 
eleven .to, twenty years... 

(3) A comparison of. teachers with one or two years 
of teaching experience, and teachers with over twenty years 


of experience was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
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Treve 1s no’ Ssipniticant: differences int ithe: distribution of 
responses between teachers with one or two years of teaching 
experience and those with more than twenty years in their 
expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's school, management behavior. | 

theres was-insuLrticienti ewadencett>s rejyectoithis null 
hypothesis for all school management items with the exception 
ef Items 18 and. 25. = For these’ two items,. the conclusion 
followed that there was a significant difference in the 
distribution of responses between teachers with one or two 
years of ‘experience. and those.with eleven to: twenty years. 

(4) A comparison of, teachers with three to ten years 
of teaching experience, and teachers with eleven to twenty 
years was made by testing the following hypothesis: There is 
no significant difference in the distribution of responses 
between teachers with three to ten years of teaching experi- 
ence and those with eleven to twenty years in their 
expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's school management behavior. 

Since. there was: insufficient, evidence: to’ reject the 
null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that these two 
groups of teachers came from the same population and that 
their expectations were similar for the twenty school manage- 
ment items. 

(5) A comparison of teachers with three to ten. years, 


and teachers with over twenty years of teaching experience was 
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made by testing the following hypothesis: There. is no 
Significant difference’ in the distribution ofresponses 
between. teachers with three to ten years of teaching 
experience and those.with more than twenty years in their 
expectations for each item categorized under. the general 
heading of principal's school management behavior. 

since there’was insufficientrevidence.jto*rejectnthe 
nubi‘hypethesis ; the researcher *concluded,;that these two 
groups of. teachers came from the same population and that 
their expectations were similar for the twenty. school 
management items. 

(6) A comparison of teachers with eleven. to twenty 
yéars., and téachers with over twenty ‘years; of experiencewas 
nade sby testing the following hypothesis: There. is novsigni- 
fvcare difference: insthe distributiren ‘of tresponses between 
teachersiwith eleven te twenty years of teaching sexpéerience 
and those with more than twenty years in their expectations 
for each item categorized under the general heading of 
principal's school management behavior, 

Since there was insufficient evidence to reject the 
null ene es the researcher concluded that. these two 
groups of teachers came from the same population and that 
their expectations were similar for the twenty school 


management items. 


Training.- (1) Teachers with one, year. of training were 
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compared with ‘teachers with two.or‘three years. by testing 
the. following hypothesis: There is no significant. difference 
in. the distribution of responses between teachers with one 
year of teacher training and those with «two or three-years 
im -therr.expectations) for each item«categorized under the 
general heading of the principal's school management behavior. 

| hhere 2Wwas GpisuL fcr enteewidence utolere jeiet ethas mull 
hypothesis for all school management items with the 
exception tot witemss Ié cand (2 yickoretiteseetwetitems', ithe 
‘conclusion followed that there was a significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers with one 
year lot training and#those twith itwoi.or three years. 

, (Zymfeachérs:iwith enepyear of teacher training were 
compared with teachers having four to six years of training 
Oy AtCestingithewiollowingshypothesis: There is no significant 
dvtference in the distribution of responses between teachers 
with one. year of training and those With fOUreCtOuSa xe years 
in their expectations for each item categorized under the 
general heading of principal's school management. behavior. 

The'rey waswins.ust ficrvent evidence to reject Chee nies 
hypothesis for any of the school management items with the 
exception of Items 25.and 30. For these twe items, the 
conclusion coldewed that there was a significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers with one. 


year of training and those with two or three years. 
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(3) A comparison of teachers with two or three 
years, and: teachers. with four; to six years of teacher 
training was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
Themed ss nei si gsnaficant difference: ine the? distribution: of 
responses between teachers with two or.three years: of 
teacher training and those with four or more years:in their 
expectations for each.item categorized under, the| general 
heading of principal's school. management behavior. 

Wiereawas Sut icrent evidence to reject this null 
hypothesis for Item 24 only with the conclusion following 
that these two groups constituted two populations when 
consideration was given to, this item. 

A comparison. of: the responses given to the: other 
school management items did not: provide sufficient evidence 


to ‘reject the-null. hypothesis. 


Recency ofstrainings« Thechypothesis related#to the 
recency of training was stated as follows: There is no 
Sisnikicant difference in the distribution of. responses 
between teachers.who have taken their teacher training before 
1960-and those who have taken. teacher training since 1960-in 
their expectations for each. item categorized under the 
general heading of principal's school management behavior.. 

There was: sufficient evidence’ to.reject ‘the: null 
hypethesus stor titemsicll 5 thsi, cap 23) 227. andes0 sheFor these 


items, then, it was concluded that recency of training did 
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produce teacher sub-groups with significantly different 
expectations for the principal's school management behavior. 
For the other school. management items, it was concluded that 
teachers with training before, and, teacher with training 


after 1960. did not: hold differing expectations... 


Grade taught. (1) Two teacher sub-groups, those 
teaching grades 1, 2,.and 3:and those-in.4,,.5, and.6,-were 
cempared by teSting the following hypothesis: There is no 
SUgiirteant ditrerence,in the distribution of responses 
between teachers who’ teach grades 1; 2, or 5, and. these who 
Geaciee 5, Or O-ane their expectations fer each, item 
Gatevorized wndexy the general heading of principal's school 
management behavior. 

SalcestheTe Was nGt SUlFICiemt evidence to reject the 
nuLichypethesis, the researcher concluded that the twe 
groups tested’ came from the same population and. that their 
expectations were similar for the twenty school management 
tems: 

(2) Teachers offering instruction im grades 1; 2, er 
3.and. these. in grades.7, 8, or.9 were compared by testing 
the following hypothesis: There-is no significant difference 
in the distribution of: responses between. teachers who teach 
grades‘1, 2,.er 5 and .ithosewheitteach 7; 8, or 9,in their 
expectations for each item categorized under the general 


heading of principal's school management behavior. 
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There was: sufficient evidence-ito reject the null 
hypothesis for Items 18, 20, 21 and 30, For these items, 
Lt was: concluded ithateteachers: ofegrades 1, 2, or 3ieand 
teachers: of gradesi7 -8; orsOsconstituted ‘sub-groups ‘with 
Significantly different expectations. It was: also concluded 
that responses on the other items did not produce sub-groups 
WLth Si gnastiicant Ly iwditlerenti yexpectatizons:. 

(3)-- Ascomparison of teachers of grades 4, 5, or 6 
ang teachemsotupradesien, cissorruwastimade by ates ting: the 
following hypethesisielheresis“no sitgnifacant difference in 
the distribution of responses between teachers who teach 
erades., 41915) 10 mapirand eth ose: whorctedch 77 ths s or eOe.in their 
expectations <.or each mitem caterporirze dinder the sgeneral 
heading of principal's school management behavior. 

Wiewe wast uUffsicremt wxvidence ttottrejyect sthisimull 
hypothesis for Jtem 21 only with the conclusion following 
that these two groups constituted two populations when 
consideration is: given to this item. 

For all other school management items it was 
concluded that the two sub-groups were drawn from the same 
population and that a difference in expectations did not. 


exist. 
III. SUMMARY 


Differences in expectation ratings were noted on 


thirteen of the twenty school management items: 
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Shoulda devoeter atmileast® halt of thistitime: to 

improvement of the educational program. 

Teachers\trained within’ the dlasit‘'six years. were 
found to agree with this statement while teachers with 
training before, 1960 were found to disagree. 

Should be a firm disciplinarian. 

Teachers were strongly in favor of. this expectation 
while superintendents and principals were less emphatic. 

Should visit each classroom several times each year. 

Whalersuperameendents we vets trongly- amtiavor. of this 
tem, arnumber "of tteachers.‘reluctantly ‘agreed while a signi- 
fic€ant numbey ‘express ed:-disapproval of thisitem. 

Should take a regular turn on the supervisory duty 

schedule. 

While male teachers admitted that this may be 
preferabl@, ai greqter number of female teachers insisted 
that the primrcipalmdetinrtely should ‘take' (regulary turnréat 
Supervision. 

Should have teachers evaluate him to determine his 

ef felctiveimes sy 

Young teachers and teachers with few years of teaching 
experience were genérally in. favor of ‘this’ evaluative 
exercise. Females were more ‘reluctant, than males ‘to expect 
that a principal should submit to evaluation., Teachers with 
oneyear ot “trdining and. those trained: before: 1960-were 


ecneraily net in ftaver of evaluating the principal. 
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Teachersuwith §two.iom’more:tyears to fittraining,« if ‘this 
training ‘was ‘after 1960 were ‘quite’ in. favor. of evaluating 


the principal to determine his effectiveness. 


Should be one of the main sources of counselling 


help for solving student problems. 
Although there was general agreement that the 


principal be the main source of-help, several sub-groups 
placed more emphasis on this expectation than others. These 
sub-groups.were,; female teachers, teachers with ‘training 

py Dew vtie el9 G0), tard! teachers’ in (gradesitl ti irand 1S. 

Should administer corporal punishment. 

Teachers with one year of training and teachers.whose 
training was® taken prior to 1960, agreed that this should be 
so. Téachers with four ito) six years. of training ‘did not 
agree wath thase princapile: 

Should help the janitor with planning and supervision, 

Younger “teachers and those;with twe or three years of 
training did not “feel that the principal should help the 
janitor plan this work). Teachers with four to six years of 
training and those between thirty-one years of age and fifty 
were: generally in favor.of this expectation. 

Should involve his staff in formulating school policy. 

All age groups expected this behavior but teachers 
under thirty gave greater support to this statement than 


those:over fifty. 
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Should initiate in-service education programs. 


Superintendents were very emphatic an’ expressing 
their support for this item. Teachers and: principals-were 
not in disagreement but their support was less emphatic. 

Should. participate in the selection of teaching staff, 

Principals tas" aigrouprefelt. that they should be 
involved,in staff selection but teachers disagreed. 

More males than females and more junior-high school 
teachers than tediementary teachers expected the principal te 
be involved in this: sactivity. © One year trained: teachers: and 
teachers trained prtor te, 1960 were net./as) much in favor «as 
the teachers (wijthittwowortthreenyearsi of itrainin grand teachers 
Erained after 960" 

Should recommend the dismissal of incompetent teachers. 

This; utem-antroduced) a possibile! «conflict: between 
principals -andicteachersal Principals.iwere more..im favor of 
this item than -teachers. 

Should expect teachers to improve, their qualifications 

at summer school. 

Most. principals and superintendents indicated their 
support for this, item buti.teachers: disagreed.with both, of 
those position groups. 

Recently trained teachers, -teachers with degrees, and 
teachers in the junior high grades were more in favor of this 


item than the other sub-groups. 
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CHAPTER VIII 


STAFF RELATIONSHIPS EXPECTATIONS FOR THE PRINCIPAL 


Subjects were asked to respond to the following 


eleven. statements: dealing with their staff relationships 


expectations j/for’ the ’principal: 


Sk: 


ben 


Dual 


34.) 


Sot 


56%. 


Bins 


38. 


The principal should allow staff members to 
use their own discretion tin the use of ‘school 
supplres’. 

inggenenal, the principal should support,-the 
teachers when there.is a difference of opinion 
between teachers and. board members; on matters 
et ecumriculum: 

The principal should encourage. teachers. to 
experiment. with new methods of teaching. 

Mie prinvcipaltshould require’ “teachers ‘to 
compile daily lesson plans. 

The principal should require teachers to attend 
local Home and School Association meetings. 
The: principal: should anvolve -te achers in 
working out duty schedules. 


The principal should ask teachers to make 


‘ appointments: to see him rather than come to his 


‘office whenever they wish. 


The principal should expect teachers to attend 


Saturday professional development meetings. 
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39... The principal.should support the position of.,the 
teachers when there is a difference of opinion 
between teachers and.superintendent on matters 
Ofracurriculun, 

40.. The principal. should take into account out-of-. 
school.personal, responsibilities of. teachers 
when assigning teaching duties. 

Al eloeaprincipal»~ashould keép.a,certain professional 
distance between himself and teachers in his 


school. 


I. FINBINGS RELATIVE TO THE RESPONSE: OF 


POSITION: GROUPS 


Significant Items 


Three comparisons were made for each of the eleven 
items.related.to.the principal's staff:relations behavior. 
The principals! .respenses were, compared with those,of.the 
superintendent, the principals' responses with those. of the 
teachers ,cand.finally.the.superintendents.with theeteachers. 
A. tabulation of, the results is included,.in Appendix G.. 

Three of the thirty comparisons revealed a significant 
difference. 

[tem 32, illustrated in Figure.42, asked the three 
position groups whether or not the principal should, support 
the teacher when there is a difference of opinion between 


teachers and board members on matters of curriculum. A 
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Significant difference was found to exist ,between superin- 
tendents and teachers. Although superintendents: felt that 
the principal should. support the teacher, they were not 
nearly as insistent as the teachers on this type of behavior.. 
The definitely should category received 10 per- cent. of the 
SUperintendents' responses: and 47 per. cent of.the teachers', 

Item 33 drew attention to a significant difference 
between principals and. teachers. This item, illustrated in 
Figure 43,.stated that the principal should encourage teachers 
to experiment with new methods,of teaching. Here again, 
there was general agreement that this type of. behavior was 
desirable buG thefdiederence: was that ef intensity. Sixty- 
NIMeSTRerycent:, of therPprincipalss repliedswijthwa' definitely 
should while only 45 per cent of the teachers gave: this 
respense. Fifty-one. per. cent of the teachers. indicated that 
this type ef principal. behavior was preferable. 

Figure, 44-i1llustrates the responses of the ‘three 
position groups for Teen 58. Two significant differences 
appeared. for this item;.principals:and teachers differed, 
and superintendents.and teachers differed.. The three, groups 
were asked to indicate whether or not a principal should 
expect teachers to attend Saturday professional development 
meetings. 

Although 42 per..cent.ef the principals, felt that this 
behavior was acceptable, 74 per cent of the teachers indicated. 


that the principal sheuld! net Expect this of the: teachers. 
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A comparison of superintendents' and teachers' 
repliesrweulawindicate Tarcenfiinct ef expectations: Sixty 
per cent of the superintendents and only 23: per cent of the 
teachers).replied that) the: principal should expect his 
teachers. to-attend. Saturday, professional. meetings. It has 
already been noted that 74-.per cent of the teachers.were not 
in’ tavern of this) behav ter whicle) conily: 35) per: icent:iof ithe 


superintendents: fell; into this:\category.. 


Statement Re garding Hypotheses 


In order, to compare the. three position groups,: three 
null hypetheses~were tested. The: first hypethesis.compared 
principals and superintendents. 

Null hypethesis;s§ There as ne significant, difference 

in. the distribution of responses between principals 

and: Superintendents in: their.expectations,for each 
item categerized-under the general heading of 
principalis staff relatiens behavior. 

Since-the data did net provide sufficient.evidence; to 
reject-this hypothesis, the researcher concluded that 
principals and superintendents did not-hold,significantly 
different expectations for the principal's staff relations 
behavior. 

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference 

in the distribution of responses between principals 


and. teachers.in: their expectations for each item 
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categorized. under the general heading of-principal's 

staff relations behavior. 

Thesdata provided»sufficient evidence to reject this 
hypothesis for Items 33 and 38, only. 

Null hypothesis: There is no significant. difference 

in. the distribution of responses between superintendents 

and teachers in their expectations: for each item 

categorized: under the. general heading of principal's 

staff relations behavior. 

Sufficientuevidencée was collected to reject.this 


hypothesis’ fer Items: 32.and 38 only. 


TiS EINDINGS “RELATLVE?-TO THE -RESPONSE- OF TEACHER, 


SUB- GROUPS 


Significant Items 

Following the comparison of position groups, .each of 
the eleven items «relating ‘to, the principal's-staff relations, 
behavior was compared on the basis of teacher: sub-groups. 
Each item was. subjected to nineteen comparisons (see Table 


IV, page 227, comparison: 4 through, 22). 


Sex.. Teacher sities paneaeaeh cote en ithe. basis of 
sex responded to the eleven items relating to the principal's 
staff relations behavior. Of the eleven comparisons, two 
revealed a significant difference of. expectations, between the 


two sexes. A tabulation of responses is contained in Table 
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XXVI-in Appendix/Es 

Figures 45 -idlustrates the doa whedon of male: and 
female responses for Item 32. Although males and females 
agreed that the principal should support the teachers when 
there is a difference of. opinion between teachers and board 
members on matters of curriculum, female teachers were more 
insistent on. this itypévef behavior than: were-the maleés. 

Fifty per cent of the female teachers indicated that the 
principal should definitely behave this way. while only 30 
Percent otathe malevteachers replied this: way. 

Item-34, illustrated.in-Figure. 46, reveals: another 
Significant. difference between male and female teachers' 
expectations, Here again, the definitely. should category 
had a higher percentage- ef female respenses... Thirty-two 
per cent of the female. responses. compared with only 12 per 
cent»of the male responses. ‘In the twe should not: categories, 
the male responses dominate; 44.per cent male and 27.per cent 


female. 


Marital status, - None’ of. the eleven. items related to 
the principal's staff’ relatiens behavior revealed a. signi- 
ficant difference between married and single teachers. 

Table XXVII in Appendix H contains a tabulation of the 
responses given by married and single teachers to the eleven 


staff relations items.- 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS' 
RESPONSES FOR ITEM 32 
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Age. The respondents were. categorized in three age 
groups; .teachers under thirty, teachers between thirty-one 
and fifty, and teachers over fifty., Because of the three 
sub-groups, three comparisons were made for each item. 
Figures 47, 48 and 49 illustrate comparisons which revealed 
Aa eSigniticanw@ aLiferences 

Figure, 474i lustratesmthe responses given by: the three 
age groups. te Item 34: the principal. sheuld require teachers 
to compile daily lesson plans. <A Significant difference was 
found between the responses of.teachers under thirty and 
those between thirty-one, to fifty. There seemed to be a 
general tendency for the younger teachers to view this with 
disfavor while the older teachers felt that this was 
desirable behavior on the part,.of, the principal.., 

Etem. 59 Geyealed-a-sienid icant dif ference..in, the 
distribution of responses between teachers under thirty and 
teachers betweer=thirty-ene and. wfiftty.<« <—The jtendency jdes- 
cribed for:Item 34 is reversed for Item 39, Figure 48 
pictures the younger group as being more in favor of having 
the principal support the.pesition of the teacher when there 
is a difference of opinion between teachers and superintendents 
en-matters ef curriculum. 

Figure, 49:illustrates differences. which were found to 
exist between teachers under thirty and those between thirty- 
one and fifty, and between teachers who are under thirty and 


these, who are over fifty years. of age. The graphic 
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FIGURE 47 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN TWO AGE 
GROUPS FOR ITEM 34 
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FIGURE 49 


THE DISTRIBUTION-OF RESPONSES BY -TEACHERS IN THREE AGE 
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representation of: the responses’ illustrates the similarity 
of the two older age groups' responses. Both of these age 
groups differed significantly from the teachers who were 
thinty and under with respect;to Item 40° the principal 
should take into account out-of-school, personal responsi- 
Drlatres of teachers when aSsigening teaching duties. 
Teachers thirty and: under were more in favor.of ‘this: item 
than: teachers in: the other two age: groups, 

A tabulation of all responses given by teachers in 


age sub-groups. 1s included in Table XXVII “in Appendix .H. 


Religion.——Ihe twe sub-groups based.on religion did 
Motareveal any «Significant. differences in the responses to 
Pieucieven items related to the principal's staff relations 
behavior., The tabulation of these results has been included 


in.Table XXIX, Appendix H... 


Experience.) Feur-of the eleven staff" relatitens =*tems 
revealed significant differences in expectations between 
teacher sub-groups based.on years of*teaching*experience. 
Since there. were four sub-groups,*six comparisons were made. 

Item. 35, illustrated in.Figure 50, identified three 
Sluniticant, dirterencess Hach ef the threcevroups teachers 
with one or two years, teachers with three to ten years, and 
teachers with eleven to twenty years, differed with the group 
eit teachers witn over twenty years of. experzrence.”~ > Ttem 55 


indicated that the principal should.require teachers to 
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attend local Home and School, Association meetings. . 

Although, the large majority of. the teachers felt 
that the principal probably should not require this of. 
teachers, 53iper.cent of the teachers with over twenty years 
of:experience indicated that the principal definitely should 
not expect.teachers to attend.Home, and School méetings. 

Item. 59- as illustrated in«Figure 51 states that the 
principal should support, the position of the teacher when 
there.1s a difference of epinien between teachers and; super- 
intendents. on’ matters ef curriculum. The distribution of 
responses of teachers with one or two years of experience 
differed significantly from the distribution of responses of 
teachers.with three to ten years,-and teachers with eleven. to 
twenty years: of.teaching experience. In both differences, 
the younger teachers placed a greater emphasis on the should. 
responses and a lesser emphasis on the should not responses. 

Teachers with one-or.two years. of teaching experience 
and those with eleven to. twenty years were found to differ 
on Item 40, which states that a principal should take into 
account out-of-school personal responsibilities of teachers 
when assigning teaching duties, Figure 52 illustrates this 
comparison. Sixty-five per- cent..of the younger..teachers 
responded in the sheuld: categories while 61 per-cent,of the 
older: group chose, the should not. categories. Younger.teachers, 
then, were.in favor to the.extent that. the older teachers 


disapproved. 
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FIGURE 50 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN FOUR 
EXPERIENCE GROUPS FOR ITEM 35 
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS IN THREE 
EXPERIENCE) GROUPS FOR ITEM 39 
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Teachers.with, few years of teaching experience 
would for the most part be the-younger teachers... The 
results diagrammed.in Figure 52 are similar to those in 
Figure 49, i.e. the responses from young teachers correspond 
with the responses of teachers with few years of teaching 
experience. 

Figure 53.allustrates the difference.in the distri- 
bution of responses when teachers with eleven to twenty years 
of experience, and teachers with over twenty years were asked 
te respend, te Item 41; This item stated that the principal 
should keep a certain professional distance between himself 
and the teachers in’his. school, In’respending te this item 
t5eper, cent. ©f. the younger.greup and.enly.22.per cent of the 
elder greup. indicated a preferably sheuld:. Thirty-three per 
cent of these with ever twenty years. of experience, and.1ll 
per cent ef those. with eleven to, twenty years of experience 
stated that the principal definitely should not. maintain a 
professional distance. Table XXX in Appendix.H contains a 
tabulatien of-respenses given.by teachers-in.four, experience 


groups.te staff relations, expectations,.items. 


Teacher training.« None of the atems related te. the 
principal's staff relatiens, behavior revealed a significant. 
difference between sub-groups of teachers based on. teacher 
training. Table XXXI in Appendix H contain§:a tabulation of 


the responses given by the three sub-groups,to the eleven 
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staff.relatiens: items .- 


Recency of teacher training. None of the.eleven 
items related te,the principal's staff relations, behavior 
revealed a significant. difference between teachers who had 
taken their training before 1960 and teachers who were 
trained between 1960 and 1966. A tabulation of. the responses 
given by the two sub-groups is found in, Table XXXII in 


Appendix.H. 


Grade taught. Nene of the eleven.items related.to the 
principal's staff relations behavior revealed a significant 
difference between. teacher sub-groups based on. the particular 
grade in.which a teacher was: teaching. Table XXXIII in 
Appendix H contains a tabulation of: responses given by the 


three sub-groups. 


Statement Regarding Hypotheses 


Sex. A comparison. of the responses-of.male and 
female teachers was made by testing the following null 
hypothesis: There is-no significant difference in the 
distribution of- responses between male and female teachers 
in their expectations: for’each item categorized. under the 
general heading of principal's staff relations behavior. 

There was sufficientsevidence. to reject..this hypothesis 
for Items 32 and 34 but not for the other nine staff relations, 


items.* It was concluded, that, for these. two items.sex was: the 







‘. ne 
cok 
~_ she 
./ Ae 
; fi! 
¥ 
- i 
2 7 Ab 
? ea . we ano tval ~ py i? BI 2 
oy 4 192 9b ¢ 
“ . pt a oh as oe 5 ae chne 3 Ae te 
" r <s pine: ab - = th 
ce mai . > tt > mr vite heist 37 emot£ 
BRalea Av 
T £E : . rm £¢ DSLESV oT : 
q J ‘ 
, p \ 
P raise wi tods meAlset-- 
i" 
eer f if geewted benist 
i % f ~ ’ di =. 6 he | 3 
= r. 
* c - A rns 14 f “¢ 
ry sfer iste. a’ f 
~ ie a \ 
Se zm - ; 
I i ] sD iio? } b~ 
izgo3 8 ADEtw 
; ; 
; r @ | i A QO5 Hi 
i” args 
gensod ! STSe on nemetat 
- wee seal ero — ys omnage meraaheeemmae | 
‘ t © 
' a . 
: ‘te fom, 370 asenoqces’ ect ) mOzr7BaMOD A .xec < ; 
4 VAs, LV ; cw 7a! 5 OA a% o's + tod 
Ti . ee 5 Fe a in aalias , 
Siu Baiwol Lot ong gars 205 YG, @bam enw et9aveos ‘yl 
t 4 +: >, i ; q . i : - - 


~ 


dz 






















eh ee ess 
seteedto aed 
iid i 7 - _ 


- 


LSS 


determining factor in establishing sub-groups which had 
Significantly different expectations ‘for the principal's 


staff relations: behavior. 


Marital status. The null hypothesis being tested 
reaa: There.is no Significant difference in the distribution 
of; responses between.single.and married. .teachers.in their 
expectations fer each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's staff relations: behavior. 

there. was net. sufficient.evidence.in the data te 
reject the null hypethesis. .It was concluded that marriage 
did not produce=sub-groups which held significantly different 


expectations fer the principal's staff relations. behavier. 


Age, (1) A comparison of; teachers.under thirty years 
of age and those between. thirty-one and fifty was made by 
testing the following hypothesis: There is.no significant 
difference in the distribution of responses between teachers 
under thirty years of age and those, between thirty-one and 
fifty in. their expectations for each. item categorized under, 
the general heading of principal's staff relations behavior. 

There was sufficient evidence. to reject. the above. 
hypothesis for Items 34, 39 and 40. It was concluded that 
for these three items, age did. produce sub-groups with 
Significantly different expectations, «. 

(2) A comparison of teachers under thirty and teachers 


over fifty was made by. testing the following null hypothesis: 
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There:-is:ne significant difference in the distribution, of 
responses between teachers under thirty years of-age and 
those jover fifty in. their expectations fer each item 
categorized under the general jheading of. principal's staff 
relations behavior.. 

Sufficient evidence was found to, reject this 
hypothesis for Item 40. It was concluded. that teachers below 
thirty and those over fifty constituted sub-groups with 
Signiticantly different expectations fer this: particular item, 

(3) A comparison of teachers between thirty-one and 
fifty, and teachers ever fifty was made-by.testing the 
follewing hypothesis: There is ne significant difference in 
the distribution of responses. between teachers between thirty- 
one, and fifty and those,over. fifty years of:age in their 
expectations: for each item categorized. under the general 
heading of principal's staff.relations behavior. 

Sufficient,evidence. could not: be found to reject this 
hypothesis fer any of the eleven staff relations,items.~ It 
was concluded, that teachers in these two age groups did not 
differ in their expectations with respect to the eleven-items 


describing the principal's stafi relatiens béhaviers, 


Religion. A comparison. of Roman Catholic and 
Protestant teachers was made by testing the following null. 
hypothesis: There.is no significant difference in the 


distribution of responses between. Roman Catholic and. 
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Protestant teachers in their.expectations. for each item 
categorized under the general heading of'principal's staff 
relations behavior.. 

Since there was insufficient evidence to reject the 
null. hypothesis, the researcher concluded that Roman Catholics 
and Protestants constitute a single. population with similar 
expectations for the eleven items-describing the principal's 


staff relations behavior. 


Experience. (1) A comparison: of: teachers.with one or 
two years of experience, and teachers with three te.ten years 
of experience was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
There is n@ saenificant,difference- in-the distribution of 
responses between teachers with one, or two years of. teaching 
experience and those with three te ten. years in their. 
expectations. for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's staff relatiens behavior.. 

Sufficient evidence was found to reject. this: hypethesis 
for Item 39. It was concluded, that teachers with one or two 
years of. training and those,with three te ten years censtituted 
sub-groups, with significantly different expectations: for this 
Lten., 

(2) <A comparison. ef teachers with ene or two years of 
experience, and teachers with eleven to twenty years: of: experi- 
ence was made by. testing the following hypothesis: There is no 


Significant: difference.in the distribution of responses 
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between teachers with one. or two years of teaching experi- 
ence and those with eleven to twenty years in their 
expectations for each item categorized under, the general 
heading of principal's staff relations. behavior. 

there wassiinsutfirerent tevidence.te trejectrthe null 
hypothesis for all of the staff relations items.with the 
exception of:-Items 39 and: 40; For these two items,, the 
conclusion followed that there was a significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers with one 
or two years of teaching experience and those with eleven 
to twenty years. 

(3) A comparison of teachers with one or two years 
ef ‘teaching experience, and.teachers.with over. twenty years 
of experience was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
Shere ie ne Significant tdrpfiferencesim /the distribution ‘of 
responses between teachers with one or. two years of teaching 
experience and those with more. than twenty years in their 
expectations for each item categorized under the general 
heading of principal's staff. relations behavior. 

There was insufficient evidence to reject this null 
hypothesis for all staff relations items with the exception 
of Item 35. For this item, the conclusion followed that 
there.was a significant difference in the distribution of. 
responses between teachers with one or two years of teaching 


experience and, those with more, than twenty years. . 
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(4) A comparison of teachers with three to ten 
years of. teaching experience, and teachers with eleven. to 
twenty years was made by testing the following hypothesis: 
Thereis neo significant difference: in. the distribution of 
responses between teachers with three to ten years of 
teaching experience.and those with eleven to twenty years 
in their expectations: for each item categorized: under the 
general heading of principal's staff relations behavior. 

Since. there was. insufficientsevidence. to reject.this 
hypothesis, the researcher concluded that these two groups 
of teachers were drawn from the same population and. that 
their expectations were similar for’ the: eleven. staff 
relations items., 

(5) A comparison of teachers with three to ten years, 
and teachers with over twenty years of teaching experience 
was made by testing the following hypothesis: There.is no 
Significant difference in the distributien. of: responses 
between.teachers. with three to ten years of teaching 
experience and those with more than twenty years in their. 
expectations fer each. item categorized under, the general 
heading ef:principal's staff: relations behavior.: 

There was insufficient evidence to. reject the null 
hypothesis fer all staff relations items.with-.the exception 
of.Item 35. Fer this item only, the conclusion followed 
that. there was a significant difference.in the distribution 


ef responses between teachers with three .to ten. years: of 
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teaching experience and, those with more than twenty years, 
(6) A comparison of teachers with eleven to twenty 
years, and, teachers with over,.twenty years of experience 
was made by.testing the following null hypothesis: There is 
no significant difference in the distribution of responses 
between teachers with eleven to twenty years of.teaching 
experience and those'with more than twenty years in their 
expectations. fer: each item categorized under. the general 
headitig of principal's staff relations behavior. 
)ihere-wassinsutticirentvevidence te reject the null 
hypothesis for all ef the staff: relations items with the 
exception of. Items 35 and 41.. For these two.items only, 
the conclusion followed that there was a.significant 
difference in the distribution of: responses between. teachers 
with eleven to. twenty years of teaching experience and those 


with more than twenty years. 


Training. Teachers with various years of teacher 
training were compared by testing the following null 
hypothesis: There is-no significant difference in the.distri- 
bution of responses between teachers: 

(1) with one-year of.teacher training and those 

with two or,three years, 
(2). Withrone year of teacher training and these 
With more than four years, . 


(3} with two or,three years ef:teacher training 
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and those with more: than four years, . 
in. their expectation for each item categorized under the 
general heading of:.principal's staff.relations behavior. 
Since there.was insufficient evidence in the.data.to 
reject. the null hypothesis, the researcher concluded, that 
teacher training did not produce. sub-groups with signi-: 
ficantly different expectations for items related to the 


principal's staff relations behavior. 


Recency of: training. The hypothesis related to, the 
recency ef, training was stated as follows: There.is ne 
Significant difference in the distribution Bere nance: 
between.teachers.whe have taken their teacher training before 
1960 and these who have taken: teacher training since 1960-in 
their expectations fer each: item: categorized under, the 
general heading of principal's staff relations behavior. 

Since: there was insufficient evidence to. reject the 
null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that: the two. sub- 
groups were drawn from the same population and that their. 


expectations were. similar for the eleven staff. relations 


items. 


Grade taught. Teachers offering instruction in grades 
one to nine were compared by testing the following hypothesis: 
There is no significant: difference in the distribution of 


responses between teachers: 
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(1) who teach grades 1,°2, or:.3 and those who 
teach 41°75, sor. 6 
(2) whe teach grades’ 1, 2, or 3,and those. who 
tegche7 5.78) 18 rn; 
(3) who teach grades’ 4, 5; or 6, and«those. who 
Ceachw/. 8. or 9) 
in.their expectations fer each item categorized under: the 
general heading of principal's staff relations behavior. 
Since. there wasi insufficient evidence, to rejectithe 
nuli hypethesis, the researcher concluded, that the grade 
taught. did not produce sub-groups with significantly 
different expectations fer the principal's staff relations 


behavior. 
IV. SUMMARY 


Differences.in expectation ratings. were. noted on 
seven.staftfvrelationships ‘expectation items °fertthe*principal. - 

The principal should support the teacher when there 

are differences between board members and teachers 

on matters of: curriculum. 

Although both superintendents and teachers agreed in 
general that: the principal should support the teacher, 
teachers were much more insistent on this. Both male: and 
female teachers supported this item but female teachers were 


Significantly stronger in their support. 
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The principal should encourage teachers to 
experiment with new methods... 


Both teachers and principals agreed that this 
expectation was desirable but principals insisted on 
this aspect of staff relations behavior more than the 
reachersag 

The principal should require daily lesson plans, 

Female teachers supported this item but male 
teachers did not. ‘Younger.teachers were not as much in 


faver of this behavior as were the older groups. 


The principal should require teachers to attend 
Home and School Association meetings. 


Most teachers agreed that a principal should not 
expect this but teachers with over twenty years. of experi- 
ence were positive that the principal definitely should 


net expect this. 


The principal should expect attendance at Saturday 
professional development meetings. 


There were’ seme indications-that-a cenflict may 
exist between superintendents and.teachers.on this item. 
While superintendents were generally in. favor of this 
behavior, teachers were not. Principals, although net, as 
definite as.the superintendents, felt that this was accept- 


able behavior. 


The principal should support the teacher when there 
are differences of opinion between teacher and 
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Superintendent on matters of curriculun. | 


Younger.teachers were more in.favor of this item 
than these. between thirty-one and: fifty. - The over-all 
Opinion was supportive but: teachers under thirty revealed 
most,agreement and those between thirty-one and fifty the 
most disagreement. 

Teachers with one or two years of experience felt 
a need. for this support more:than teachers with three or 


more years of.experience. 


The principal should take into account out-of-school 
personal responsibilities when assigning teaching 


duties. 

The majority» of:teachers’under!thirtyesupperted this 
item while the majority of each of the two groups over 
thirty-one were found:to disagree with it. 

The principal should keep a.certain professional 

distance. between himself and his teachers. 

A limited amount. of support was. found for this item 
among teachers having in excess of eleven years of teaching 
experience. This expectation for a. principal's behavior was 


generally not accepted. 
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COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL EXPECTATIONS: FOR 


THE PRINCIPAL 


Principals, superintendents and teachers. were. asked 


te respond to the fellowing thirteen.statements dealing 


with their community and professional expectations for the 


principal: 


42, 


AS 


44, 


45. 


46, 


47. 


48. 


49, 


> Oe 


The principal should include local citizens 

on school program planning committees. 
Thesprincipal sheuld actively take part-an 
lecal pelitics. 

fhe principal ‘sheuld encourage. teachers te 
joinwespecialasticounciis.. 

The principal: should keep the public informed 
about; thel'sichool"s\\activities* 

The principal ‘should participate:in current 
educational research. 

The principal should inform teachers about 
policy changes which are. being censidered. 

The principal should act on salary negotiating 
committees. 

The principal should belong te a civic’ organi-; 
zation such as Lions,’ Rotary, etc. 

The principal should encourage parent visitations. 


to the school. 
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51. .Thevprincipalmshould attend Principals! 
Association meetings. 

52. The principal should attempt to establish the 
school as a.center for community activities. 

53. The principal: should attend. all regular school, 
board meetings, 

54. The principal should attempt to have his school 
provide the kind of education that the 


community wants. | 


Ty> BPINDINGS- RELATIVE TO THE RESPONSE OF 


POSITION GROUPS 


Significant Items 


Three comparisons were made for each of the thirteen 
items related to the principal's community and professional 
behavior. The principals' responses were compared with 
those of the superintendent, the principals' responses with 
those of the teacher, and finally the superintendents' with 
the teachers'. A tabulation of. the resultts is included in 
Appendix I. 

Six of the thirteeniitems revealed:a significant 
difference. 

Item 44,.the principal should encourage teachers. to 
join specialist councils, revealed significant differences 
between principals and teachers, and superintendents and. 


teachers. (See Figure 54). The two response categories 
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where the difference was most pronounced were definitely 
should and preferably should not.. In the former response 
Categorg. os per cent or “the principals “compared: with 8 per 
cent. offithe teachers “'*The preferably should not: response 
Category, contained mo: principals' but 14 per cent of the 
teachers reSponses. 

Item 44 alsovadentified a difference between the 
Superintendents and teachers. The difference was more 
pronounced in the definitely should response category which 
Contained 55 mer centecor theesuperintendents rand only’ 8 per 
Cent eotetier teachwersue responses, The reverse: was true in 
thevpreterably showldycategory with 71 per.cent of the 
teachers", responses;-and:45: per scent ofthe superintendents’. 
No superintendents submitted a should not response. 

Breure SS illustrates Item 45 which states: that the 
principal should keep the public informed about the school 
petit piestamilicnitemudentist1ed sieoniticant. ditterences 
between the responses of principles and teachers, and 
Superintendents and@teachers. Although. the -percentages 
vary somewhat, the pattern of differences for Item 45 was 
idéntrcal tomthat emettem 44, 

Fitemeso. Figure so .-illusStrates pay difference} of 
intensity. Although both position groups, superintendents 
and teachers, felt that a principal should participate in- 
current educational research, 75 per cent of the superin- 
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GB os incipars E=38. sa oie Cae 


100 





The principal should encourage 
teachers to join specialist 
80 councils. 


Percentage 
> 
i=) 





DS PS —~PSN DSN NR 
Response Category 
FIGURE 54 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS', SUPERINTENDENTS', AND 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES FOR ITEM 44 


100 
The principal should keep the 
public informed about the 

80 SCroOLsmactivictes. 


Percentage 
aS 
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Response Category 
FIGURE «95 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS', SUPERINTENDENTS', AND 
TEACHERS @TRESPONSES “FOR YI-TEM 45 
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teachers.recepnized this as a desirable activity but only 

28 per cent were in. the definitely should response category. 
oixty-elght per cent ef-the teachers felt this behavior was 
preferable ,although: net definitely expected. 

Item 49, ildustrated| in Figure 57, identified a 
Significant difference insthe; distribution of responses 
between principals and teachers, and superintendents and 
teachers. All three position groups were asked to indicate 
whether or not the! principal should. belong te civic organi- 
Zatiens such) as Liens, Rotary, etc. Sixty per cent of all 
respensesy were sileatne- preaerably should category. This 
Dercentace: Gonuamed JU pen. cenrt.of -Lhe-Superintendénts ! 
responses. A proportionately larger number of principals 
and Superintendents were in®favoreof this “item “while teachers 
had a tendency to disagree. Twenty-four per-cent-of the 
teachers responded with one of the should not alternatives. 

The response pattern for.I tem 50 parallels the 
pattern established for Items 44 and 45. Both the principals 
and superintendents had @-greater percentage of responses in 
the definitely should category than the teachers, the super- 
intendents having the greater of the twoy ~The teachers. then 
had a. significantly greater percentage of*respenses in: the 
preferably should category. Teachers felt that it was 
desirable that the. principal.encourage .parents..to visit.the 
school while principals and superintendents insisted that the 


PLincipalsenceurage this activity. 
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| Principals | Superintendents ee Teachers 


Item 46. The principal should participate 
in current educational research. 


Percentage 





DS PS PSN DSN NR 
Response Category 
FIGURE 56 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS', SUPERINTENDENTS', AND 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES FOR ITEM 46 








100 
Item 49. The principal should belong to 
a Civic organization such 
80 as Lions, Rotary, etc. 
60 
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ELGURE.. 57, 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS', SUPERINTENDENTS', AND 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES FOR ITEM 49 
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Item 53, asked the three position groups whether or 
not the principal should attend all regular school board 
meetangsw 8 Figune oo =a llustrates: the «distribution of 
responses. ,fhe extreme differences. of expectation appear 
in the preferably should and definitely should not: categories. 
Only S per cent @@ the stperintendents indicated a preferably 
should response while 36 per cent of the teachers indicated 
the same. Inethewdéefinitely should net category, .35 per 
cent of superintendents’ responses compared with 12:per cent 


of the teachers'. 


Statement Re garding Hypotheses 


In order to compare-the’ three position groups, three 
nul’ hypotnesesswere. tested, The first hypothesis. compared 
principals and superintendents, the. second, principals and 
teachers, and. the third superintendents and teachers. 

Nuliphypethesis: There is ne significant: difference 

in .the distribution of responses between principals 

and superintendents in-theirsexpectations for each 
item categorized under the general heading of 
principal's community and professional behavior. 

Since data did not provide sufficient evidence to 
reject the nuld hypothesis, the wesearcher concluded that 
principals, and Superintendene¢es: dad not. hold, significantly 
different expectations for the principal's community and 


professional behavior.. 
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WM Principals [ _]superintendents [aaa] Teachers 






100 
Item 50. The principal should encourage 
parent visitations to the 
80 school. 
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FIGURE 58 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS', SUPERINTENDENTS', AND 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES FOR ITEM 50 
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Item 53. ‘The principal should attend 
all regular school hoard 

80 meetings. 
On) 
a 
rs) 
O 
H 
o 
A 

20 

‘ = 


DS PS PSN DSN GF =ONR 
Response Category 
FIGURE 59 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF SUPERINTENDENTS' AND TEACHERS' 
RESPONSES FOR ITEM 53 
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Null hypothesis: Theneavisd ney siveniifacant 

difference in the distribution of responses between 

principals) andi ‘teachers?in their expectations for 

each item categorized-under the general heading of 

principal's community and professional behavior.. 

Sufficient evidence: was provided in the ddta to: reject 
this*hypothesis.for Items. 44, 45, 49 and 50, It was 
conclused that, for these items only, principals and, teachers 
held-sienificantly different expectations: for the principal's 
community and professional, behavior. 

Moise hypemhesss: Telihbener suinos saens fi canti. dichierence 

in the distribution of responses between superintendents 

and teachers in their expectations for each item 

categorized under the principal's community and 
professional behavior. 

Sufficient evidence! was found tos, reject: this: hypothesis 
for ditemsa 44 ,f456e 4o, ce Sab Osiamd! 5S. tiFomitheseattemsienly, it 
was concluded that superintendents and teachers held signi- 
ficantly different expectations for the principal's community 


and professional behavior. 


Il, FINDINGS. RELATIVE TO THE. RESPONSE. OF 


TEACHER, SUB- GROUPS 


Significant Items 


Following the comparison of position groups, each of 


the thirteen items related to the principal's community and 
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professional behavior was compared on the basis of teacher 
sub-groups. Each item was subject to the nineteen compari- 


sens listed in Tabie IV, page 227. 


oex, eNone ff the thinteen items related to, the 
principal's community and professional behavior revealed a 
Significant difference between male and female teachers. 
Table XXXV in Appendix, J contains a tabulation of the 
responses given by male and female teachers to the thirteen 


community and professional items. 


Marital status. “Teacher sub-groups classified on the 
basis Of iWarytiage eanoncea te the thirteen 1tems related to 
the principal's community and professional behavior.. One 
Prom vevedledsamcionitrcant *diitrerence. 

PieurevoUerilustractes Item 5oewhich states that- the 
principal should, attend all regular school: board meetings. 
The greatest ditfrerence appeared “in the preferably sheuld 
response category in which 53 per cent of the:.single. teachers 
and 32 per. cent of. the married teachers responded.. The 
reverse was found in the preferably should not category. 
Here the representation was 24 per- cent:single teachers and 
36 per. cent married teachers.- It would appear that single 
teachers were more in favor:of having the principal. attend 
regular school board. meetings than the married teachers. | 

A tabulation of the responses given by married and 


single teachers is included in Table XXXVI in Appendix J. 
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Age. The respondents were’ categorized. in three 
age groups: teachers thirty and under, teachers between 
thirty-one and. fifty, and teachers ever fifty.. Because 
there were three sub-groups, three separate. comparisons 
were made for the thirteen community and professional 
items. Figures 61-and 62 illustrate the two items which 
mevealed a -Signuteeant ‘dittemence fin the distribution of 
two of the sub-groups. 

The two extrememage groups ,steachersy under thirty 
and. teachers, over, fifty differed in their. expectations. when 
asked whether the principalshould include local citizens 
on school program planning committees.-. The younger. teachers 
Were spenernallyamorc: in favor of wthis: than ‘the older group. 
wetetalser 42 pergeent eo. thie teachers under thirty and a 
total of 21 per cent: of the teachers overmtiftyrwere|in. the 
preferably should or definitely should category. - Seventy- 
hivemper Cente Ot tie. teachers over fifty andi s6.per cent 
ef the younger teachers placed their responses on the should 
not side. Although a majority of all.teachers. was not: in 
favor of including local citizens on school program planning 
committees, the group of teachers under thirty was not as 
epposed as they teachers. over. titty. 

Item 53. identified a difference between the same 
groups: discussed for Item 42, teachers thirty and under and 
teachers over fifty. The pattern of responses established 


for Item 42.was similar to the pattern for Item 53.. The 
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younger group of teachers was more in favor of this 
behavior than the older group. A tabulation of. these 


results has been included in Table XXXVil:.in Appendix J. 


Religion. The two sub-groups based on religion did 
net réyeal Significant. dveferences in ithe distribution of 
responses for the thirteen community and. professional items. 
The tabulation of these results has been. included.in Table 


XXXVIII in Appendix,,J.. 


Experiences) Only two ofthe thirteen items related 
to the principal's community and professional behavior 
revealed) avsignifieant differencefiny/the distribution ef 
responses between any of the teacher sub-groups based on 
years ©: teéeching experirence., Since there-were four sub- 
groups, Six comparisons were made for each item. 

Item 42: asked whether or net the principal should 
include local citizens on school planning committees. The 
differences which existed were found between teachers with 
one or two years of experience and teachers with over twenty 
years, and between teachers with three to ten years and 
teachers with Over -twenty@years.) Im both \casese the. di fference 
includes the sub-group of teachers who have.had over twenty 
years;ot.éxperience, Teachers with one- or, two, years: ef 
experience and teachers with three to ten years ef.experi- 
ence were more in favor of this behavior than teachers with 


over. twenty years. In both the definitely should and 
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preferably should categories the two sub-groups with least 
experience had a proportionately greater number of responses 
while the sub-group of teachers with the greatest: amount of 
experience had a proportionately greater number of responses 
in the two should not response categories. 

item’ ss states that’ a principal should attend all 
regular school board meetings. Among the six comparisons 
made for this item, four identified significant differences 
in response patterns... Teachers with one or two years of 
experience differed from the sub-greups with eleven: to 
twenty: years experience and’ ever twenty years of experience. 
Teachers with three to ten'years of experience differed from 
the same two groups. 

Teachers with ene or two years of experience submitted 
a proportionately larger. number of responses in the two 
should categories than the teachers with eleven to twenty 
years and the teachers with more. than twenty years experience 
while the teachers with eleven to twenty years and teachers 
with more than twenty years experience. indicated a 
proportionately larger number of responses in the two should 
net categories. 

The comparison of teachers with three.to ten. years of 
experience with the two upper experience groups seemed: to 
follow the same pattern. In general, it would appear that 
teachers with a limited amount of experience were more in 


favor of the principal's attendance at all regular school 
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board meetings than teachers with eleven or more years of 
experience. 

A tabulation of responses given, by teachers in 
experience sub-groups. to Items 42 to 54 is contained, in 


Table XXXIX:an- Appendix J.. 


Teacher training.. Mears oe-teacher training! was, used 
to Categorize teachers inte) three wsub-groups:-one year of 
teacher training, twee. to™tiiree™years, ane, tour. torwsix years 
ef. teacher training. In responding to’Items 42 to 54, ene 
Significant difference in-the distribution of responses: was 
identified. 

Item, 53, related ‘to\ the principals attendance at 
peara meetings and 1llustratedoin Figure 65),Jidentified.a 
Significant difference an “the! responses of teachers with ‘one 
year.of training and teachers with two or three years of 
training. Figure 65 illustrates that teachers with one year 
Gf taining are- relatively: low in.ithevshould response 
Categories and relatively high in beth ef the should net 
response categories. 

A tabulation of teacher responses-is included in 


Table XL in Appendix J. 


Recency of teacher training.- Teachers responding to 
Items 42 to 54 of the ‘Expectations Questionnaire were 
divided into two groups on the basis of the recency of 


their teacher training... The distribution of responses for 
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Item 53 was found yto-be-significantly different for the 
two sub-groups, 

Figure 66 illustrates that teachers who have been 
trained before 1960 have proportionately fewer: responses 
in favor, and a proportionately greater number of responses 
not in favor of. the principal's attending the regular board 
meeting. 

Table XLI in Appendix J contains a tabulated summary 
of. the respenses given’ by teachers with training before’ and 


after 1960.to Items 42 to 54 of the Expectations. Questionnaire. 


Grade taught. Teachers in the three grade divisions: 
Sradés Alyerd)* ava’ aye Ao. rand. Oy."and? 7,8, and.93 ‘were asked 
to respond to community and professional items., Responses 
for Items 48 and 49 revealed significant differences in the 
distribution of responses. 

The: distribution of, responses for Item 48 is illustrated 
in Figure 67. When teachers were asked whether or not the 
principal should act on salary negotiating committees, a 
Significant difference in response was found in the preferably 
should and in. the preferably should net: category. Fifty-nine 
per cent of the division two teachers and 40 per cent. of the 
division three teachers responded with preferably should 
WhilG- (Only 25. PET) Gent Or the division one and. 34-per cent. of 
the division. three: teachers indicated: a preferably should not 


response. The general tendency seemed to be that division 
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two teachers were more in favor of having the principal 
on the negotiating committee than the division three 
teachers. 

Item 49-identified.a,;significant difference in. the 
distribution of responses for teachers in division one and 
three, This item, illustrated in Figure 68, states that the 
principal should belong to a civic organization such as Lions, 
Rotary, etc.@ Thefiiesst Ssignaficanteaspect of Figure 68 is the 
difference. of responses fer the preferably Should net: 
Category. | lhirty-three per-cent:of the division ene, teachers 
appeared in this response category as compared with 11 per 
cent “of ‘the “division ‘three “teachers. “In-general, “Frgure. 68 
shows that division three teachers were. more.in favor of 
having the principal beleng to civic.organizatiens. 

A complete tabulation of responses given by the 
teachers in the three grade divisions has been included in 


Table XLIT ig Appendix®™ J. 


Statement Regarding Hypotheses 


Sex. A comparison of male and female responses to 
Items 42 to 54 of the Expectations Questionnaire was made 
by testing the following hypothesis:¢Theme is ne significant 
difference in the distribution of responses between male and 
female teachers in their expectations for each item 
categorized under the general heading of principal's 


community and professional behavior. 
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The principal should act on 
Salary negotiating committees. 


Percentage 
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BEGURE = Ong 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT TWO GRADE 
LEVELS FOR ITEM 48 


100 
[tem 49,  slhe principal should belong, to 
a Civic organization such as 
80 thepsLions,. Rotary, .citc. 


Perc¢entage 
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FIGURE 68 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY TEACHERS AT TWO GRADE 
LEVELS" FOR TTEM*49 



















no +268 biluode {aqionbtq eAT .84 most © 
.pestiinmos gaitstiogen Yralse 


06 


© 
ad if 
_eiceueste 


0s = 
| 
av ved wed 24 2d 


Yrog stRO~ s2nogesh 


t re] ag ie! bn ss chet 
AGARD OWT TA oA AMOAST. “ya eg2enMaqgeas go MO 1TUMIAT2 Id a ¥ 
@h MATI AO elava ag 


ae FH ENT 7 OOL 

os gnofed bluofe Isqionitg oat fh mott 
es floue moitssinsg10 9ivia & 
| ote ,yrsiow ,enotd ey 





7 os ; bar * | 
ee aD chad adhe: dr 
, eal ey Ce. We a “e 4) ay Rpt! : 


Lie 





, 














® by ; 
. . ‘ ~ i. 
: 7 


rete) 


Since there was insufficient evidence to reject 
the, null hypothesis, at :was concluded that.sex did not 
produce teacher sub-groups which held significantly 
different expectations: for the: principal's community and 


professional behavior. 


Marital status. The null hypothesis being tested 
read: There 1s neo significant difference in: the distribution 
of responses between single and married teachers in their 
expectations, for each, itemicategorized under the general 
heading of principal's community and professional behavior. 

Sufficient, evadence- was, gathered! to meject.ithis 
hypoethes is, form Ltemnos- onlysny Ist, wass concluded, that, fom this 
item, marital status did produce sub-groups with significantly 
ditferent, expectations, but for the remaining twelve items, 
marriage did not influence the total population's 


expectations. . 


Age. A comparison of teachers in three age: sub-proups, 
was made by testing the following hypothesis: There.is no 
Significant differenceyvin, the idistribution-of, responses 
between teachers: (1) under thirty years of age and; those 
between thirty-one: and fifty; (2) under thirty years of age 
and those over fifty; (3) between thirty-one and fifty and. 
those, Ove yh tautya Yeatsnied, ages) in their expectations, for 
each item categorized under the general heading of.principal's 


community and professional behavior. 
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Sufficient evidence was found to reject this 
hypothesis for Items 42 and 53.only when teachers under 
thirty years ef age»and: teachers over: fifty were involved. 

It was concluded that teachers under thirty and 
teachers over fifty did, in. fact, constitute two-populations 
with significantly different expectations when the distri- 


butien of: responses for-Items 42 and 53 were: compared, 


Religion. A comparison of Roman. Catholic and 
Protestant teachers was made by testing the following null 
hypothesis: There is no significant difference in the distri- 
bution of responses between Roman Catholic and Protestant 
teachers in their.expectations. for each item categorized 
under the general heading of.principal's community and 
professional behavior. 

Since there was insufficient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that Roman. Catholics 
and Protestants constituted a single population with similar 
expectations for the thirteen items describing the principal's 


community and. professional behavior. 


Experience... Teachers with varying years-of. teaching 
experience were compared by testing the following hypothesis: 
Theré°is“ne Sireniticant= difference’ in*the* distribution’ of 
responses between teachers: 


(1) with one‘or. two years of teaching experience: and 
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those with three to. ten years; 

(2) with one,or two years of: teaching experience 

and those with eleven to twenty years; 

(3) with one. or two years of teaching experience 

and those with more than twenty years; 

(4) with three to ten years of teaching experience 

and those. with eleven to twenty years; 

(5) with three to ten years: of teaching experience 

and those with more than twenty years; 

(6) with eleven to twenty years of teaching experi- 

ence and. those with more than twenty years; 
im thei riexpectations, for each item categorized under the 
general heading of principal's community and professional 
behavior. 

busutpucrentsevidence was: found (to, reject ‘this entire 
hypothesis: except.for items 42: and 53.. It was coneluded that, 
fer the other eleven items,,the number of years of experience 
a teacher may have did not contribute to the formation of 
sub-groups which held significantly reas expectations, 
for the principal's community and professional behavior. 

In considering Item.42, sufficient.evidence could be 
found to reject statements three and five of. the hypothesis. 
It was concluded that teachers with one.or two years: of 
experience and teachers with more than twenty years; and 
teachers with three to ten years of experience and teachers 


with more than twenty years did, hold, significantly different. 
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expectations for the principal's behavior when this 
particular item was considered. 

In-considering Item 53, sufficient evidence was 
founds to reject statements: two,.three,, four, ands five» of: 
the hypothesis. It was concluded that teachers with one 
or two years of experience held significantly different 
expectations than teachers with eleven to twenty years and 
teachers with more than twenty years, and that teachers 
with) threen toi. tensyearstofvexperience»heldrsignificantly 
different expectations than teachers with eleven to twenty 
years and teachers with more than twenty years when Item 


53 was: considered. 


Iyaining, Teachers.with ene year of training were 
compared with teachers with two or three years by testing 
the, following hypothesis: There 1s ne significant difference 
in. the distribution of responses between teachers with one 
year.of teacher training and, those with two or three years 
in their expectations for. each: item categorized under the 
general heading of the principal's community and professional 
behavior. 

There was. -insufficientsevidence to reject. this 
hypothesis for all community and professional items with 
therexception:ofi Item 53. eFor this item,;, the. conclusion 
followed that there was a significant difference in the 


distribution of, responses between teachers with one year of 
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training and those with two or three years. 

Teachers with one year of training were compared 
with teachers with four to six years of training, and 
teachers with two or three years of training were compared 
with teachers with four to six years of training by testing 
the following hypothesis: There is no significant difference 
in the distribution of responses between teachers with one 
year. of teacher training and. those with more than four years, 
and between teachers with two or three years of teacher 
training and those with more than four years-in their 
expectations for each item categorized under. the general 
heading of principal's community and professional behavior. 

Dameewtnere Wassiisufticient. evidence: to reject.‘the 
null hypothesis, it was cencluded that the teachers in the 
above-mentioned categories did.not hold significantly 
different expectations for the principal: and his: community 


and professional behavior. 


Recency of.training. The hypothesis related to 
recency of training was stated as follows: There is no 
significant difference in the. distribution of: responses 
between teachers who have taken their teacher training before. 
1960 and those who have taken teacher training since 1960 
in their expectations for each item categorized under the 
general heading of principal's community and professional 


behavior. 
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There was sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis for Item 53. For this item, it was concluded 
that recency of training did produce teacher sub-groups 
with significantly different expectations for the 
principal's community and professional behavior. For the 
other community and professional items, it was concluded 
that. teachers with training before and after 1960 did not: 


have: significantly: differing) expectations. 


Grade taught. (1) Teachers in division one, and 
division two were compared by testing the following hypothesis: 
There a5 no Signiticant difference in the distribution of 
responses between teachers who teach grades 1, 2 or 3, and 
those who teach grades 4,-5 or 6 in_their expectations for 
each. item categorized under the general heading of principal's 
community and professional behavior. 

Since there was not sufficient evidence to reject the 
null hypothesis, the researcher concluded that the two groups 
tested came from the same population and that their. 
expectations were similar for the thirteen community and 
professional items. 

(2) Teachers infdivis@engone, and division three were 
compared by testing the following hypothesis: There is no 
significant, difference: in. the distribution of responses 
between teachers who teach grades 1, 2 or 3, and those who 


teach graces. /, o.01 9 in their expectations for each item 
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categorized under the general heading of. principal's 
Community and professional behavior. 

There was sufficient. evidence to reject.the null 
hypothesis for Item 49 only, and it was concluded that 
teachers in division one and teachers in division three 
constituted sub-groups with significantly different 
expectations for the principal when Item 49 was considered. 

(3) Teachers in division hogs aay division three 
were compared by testing thei following hypothesis: There 
1s ne -steteietss difference-ian- the distribution of responses 
between teachers who teach grades 4, 5 or 6 and those who 
teach 7, 8-or 9 in their, expectations, for each item 
categorized under the general heading of principal's community 
and professional behavior. 

There was sufficient evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis for Item 48 only and it was concluded that 
teachers in division two and.teachers in division three 
constituted sub-groups.with.significantly different 
expectations for the principal when this item was 


considered. 
III, SUMMARY 


Differences in expectation ratings were found in 


eight.of the thirteen community and professional items. 


Should include. local citizens on school program 
pianning committees. 
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While most teachers were not in favor of this 
item, the majority,.of those.which expressed approval were 
teachers junder thirty.and.teachers with few years of 
Sxperilence. 

Should encourage teachers to join specialist councils. 

Superintendents were very emphatic in Supporting this 
item while a majority of the teachers felt that this was a 
measonabie behavier for a principal.. Any lack of support. for 
this item was recorded by teachers. | 

Should keep the public informed. 

While superintendents expressed very strong support 
fOr tChisvitem,steachers agreed that fhis behavior would be 
prererable. 

should: participate in current.educational research. 

Both superintendents and teachers expressed agreement 
Witiethus Ltéem. Superintendents expressed: very strong Support 
while teachers indicated that this behavior was preferable. 

Should act on salary negotiating committees. 

A greater proportion of teachers in’ gradés 4, ‘S).ane 6 
expected the principal to act on negotiating committees than 
teachers in! grades /, 8 and, 9. 

Should belong to civic organizations. 

Both superintendents and principals were strongly in 
favor vor this item but teachers tended to disagree.. A 
greater proportion of the grade.1,-2 and 3 teachers,than the 


fuller High teachers disagreed, 
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Should encourage parent visitations to the school. 


Strong support for this role behavior was expressed 
by principals: and superintendents. Teachers agreed but: were 
less supportive, 

Should attend all regular school board meetings. 

White 5s0)péer cent. of the teachers felt that this was 
desirable,- 75" per’ cent’ of? the: superintendents were in strong 
opposition. 

Single teachers, younger. teachers, and teachers with 
limited experience felt that principals should probably 
attend these .meetings. 

Teachers trained. before 1960 had proportionately. fewer 
Tesponses in, itavor, and proportionately greater number of 
responses not. in favor of the. principal's attending the 


regular board meeting. 
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CHAPTER. X 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


This study of role expectations was based in part on 
the school, system model, Figure 4, and the modified dyad 


model, Figure 3. 
bad (POSITION eGROUPS 


Consideration was. given to differences in expectations. 
which the counter positions held for the focal position's 
attributes, school management behavior, staff relationships 


behavior,.and community and professional behavior.. 


Attributes 

All three -counter positions. expected. the principal 
to haye atleast’ a B.Ed. degree but:the difference arose 
between superintendents and principals, and superintendents. 
and teachers with the superintendents' greater insistence on 


this attribute. 


School Management Behavior 


Teachers differed with both principals and superin- 
tendents in favor of having a principal who was a firm 
disciplinarian. | 

TaN epr as dicen related to classroom visitation 
resulted in a difference of opinion between. superintendents 


and teachers. Superintendents felt more Strongly. that a 
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principal should visit each classroom several times a 
year but while some teachers were in general agreement 
ethers felt that the principal should not visit:classrooms. 

Superintendents placed considerable emphasis on the 
principal!stinitiating inservice ‘education’ and in®se doing, 
differed with both teachers and principals. Although there 
wast little conflictvevidentsyrsuperintendents=définitelyrifelt. 
that the principal should initiate inservice education 
programs while teachers and principals gave assent to this 
aspect.of behavior. 

Thé question rélated tovth® ‘selection “of ‘staff 
revealedidifferences bétween*principals' "and vteachers'' 
expectations., A relatively large percentage: of.teachers 
recorded, responses “inthe ‘should: not ‘category .*'Principals 
febtetheyishoudd*beractivecin staff iselection but ‘teachers 
dpdimnetpagréee. 

A similar difference in expectation was noted between 
principals cdandhtéachers with respect topthé principals! *rele 
in recommending the dismissal of teachers whom he believed 
te be incompetent: 

Principals and superintendents agreed that it was 
reasonable for a,principal to expect teachers who do not 
hold an approved degree to improve their qualifications by 
attending summer school, but both groups differed in this 
respect with the teachers. This particular behavior would 


not be well accepted by teachers. 
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SCaPE Relationships Behavior 


Teachers were more insistent than superintendents 
that a principal should Support a teacher when there is a 
difference of opinion between teachers and board members on 
tatters -of “curriculum?  *Over fifty per icent of theteachers 
would demand this support while nearly all superintendents 
felt that it would be. desirable but not necessarily essential. 

A*difference in expectations between: principals and 
teachers appeared when these two groups were asked to respond 
to>a“question rélated*to' the: principal's *role!in encouraging 
teachers to experiment. with new methods of-.teaching. 
Principals were more inclined to see themselves as agents 
encouraging new methods than were teachers. 

Although the matter of teachers attending Saturday 
professional development meetings did not meet with very 
much support, both superintendents and principals were more 
in favor:of this: expectation than were teachers. Teachers 
did net’ feél°that~a principal shouldvexpect them toi givesup 


their Saturdays for professional development. 


Community and Professional Behavior 

Teachers were found to differ with both principals and 
superintendents with reference: to the: é€xpectation that. 
principals should encourage teachers to join specialist 
councils. Both principals and superintendents felt that a 


Principal should encourage. teachers. to join but teachers were 
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lessrincdinedttorthinke sox 

Ansidentical patter was set-for the: expectation 
related to. the principal's: responsibility in. keeping the 
public informed about school activities.. Although teachers 
saw this behavior as preferable, superintendents and 
principalsswere.more; inclined. to be, definite about this 
expectation. 

Waadetteachersefelitrthataitymayrbepdesirablecthatea 
principal. be an active participant in current educational 
research, the large - majority of superintendents definitely 
expected this to sbe a»partyof,ythe principals» roles 

tThe+-ques tions of, aaprincipal!s) belongings te cavic 
erganizations resulted in a difference: between principals 
and teachers, and superintendents and: teachers. Teachers 
did. not feel this was expected of.principals: as.much, as 
did superintendents and principals; 

Teachers were found to differ with beth, principals 
and superintendents: with reference to the expectation that 
the principal should encourage parent visitation to the 
school. Both:superintendents and: principals: felt: that: the 
principal should be active in encouraging parents. but teachers 
were less. inclined-=to support; this’. 

Attendance at board meetings was not. considered part 
of the principal’s role:according to the majority of. superin- 
tendents and teachers. A significantly large group of 


teachers indicated that attendance may be preferable but 
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Superintendents were certainly not in agreement. 
Dt. LEACHER SUB=GROUPS 


Thetsécondi hypothesis was tested to determinerwhether 
or not teacher sub-groups held differing expectations, for 
thechehaviortofethetprineipals 

The’ modified: dyad:model, Figure. 5, illustrates the 
counter position broken into two sub-groups. This counter 
position was broken into a number of parts depending on the 
number of sub-groups being considered. It was hypothesized 
that: each:sub-group would. view the role of the principal 
d@fterentlysrelThewexpectationspofisub=groups werés tested to 


determine whether or not a difference did exist. 


MeCTIbuces 

Thepexpectation®relatedpto, theoprinctipat' smabrlaty to 
speak well was seen as being more: desirable by teachers under 
thertytycarsdotrage: thanS’thoserover fatty’ 

Theptwossub-groups'ofiteachers \over thirty tyears /of 
age expected the principal to be a person to whom the teachers 
could go with their personal problems more than did the 
younger teachers. Younger.teachers admitted that this was 
somewhat desirable but older teachers felt. this was definitely 
alparteof the ‘principal's role: 

A similar pattern of responses was found with teachers 


having*three tottentyears*ofvexperience and thosé “having over 
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twenty hue avs jeoimilarity such as this-is to be expected 
Since olider teachers are those with a greater amount of 
expe muence, 

Mest teachers sover ithirty.-ene felt that-an;aspect of 
the principal's role was his ability to. teach. Younger 
teachers »felt -thatethis was.desirvable but,were ~lesswinsistent 
than those over thirty-one, 

That the.principal have sa degree,was felt te be a 
definite requirement for his ies Teachers with a degree 
definitely expected jthe,.principal.te have.a degree but 
teachers without: a degree while admitting .it to be desirable 


tended to take a.more neutral.position .on,.this, peint. 


School Management Behavior 


Teachers.trained within, the- last.six years; placed a 
greater emphasis on: the principal's role’ in. the improvement 
of the instructional program.. Teachers recently trained and 
these trained prior. to 1960 were in general agreement that 
the principal should devote at least half of his. time to. the 
improvement of-the instructional: program but recently trained 
teachers placed a greater amount of emphasis on this activity. 

Although there was a wide range of opinion regarding 
the principal and supervision, female teachers were more 
insistent. that a turn at supervision was part of the principal's 
role. Male teachers generally thought.this. acceptable, but 


of those who disagreed,.the percentage of males was greater 
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than the females... 

[temid8,1 /Thesprincipal-should: have-.the teachers 
evaluate him periodically as a means for determining his 
effectiveness ,"'-identified: differences/in expectations 
between seven sub-groups which represented five demographic. 
characteristics: sex,-age, experience, length of training, . 
and recency of. training, 

Male teachers expected this behavior more than 
female teachers but even so, both groups had a majority 
of its members not favoring this: evaluation. 

The majority of. teachers in the various age sub- 
proups: did’ not favor the behavior: described in, Item7189 but 
those favoring it or those not as. strongly opposed came 
from the group of teachers who were-under thirty. The two 
sub-groups over.thirty years of age expressed similar 
expectations. 

The: pattern of differences, established by the age 
sub-groups was similar to the pattern set by the three 
experience sub-groups;: Teachers «witht few -yearss of experai- 
ence, or younger. teachers, tended to favor teacher evaluation 
of the principal's effectiveness while teachers in the other 
two groups were either not in favor:or completely opposed 
to this activity. 

Yeachers withvone year of training and teachers who 
were trained. prior to 1960 were less inclined tevexpectpthe 


principal to ask his staff; to evaluate his.effectiveness. 
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Teachers with two or ‘three years of training and those 
trained rollowing 1960 expressed “a°*greater desire “te-have 
tre prmcipal we teachers to evaluate iris "effectiveness: 

Mitrevgh etre mMayerrey yer teachers "in*each ‘sub-group 
did not. feel. that this method of, evaluation was an expected 
aspece OL “the principals ‘role, =the. tendency in “favor fwas 
expressed. by recently trained teachers and teachers with two 
to three years of training while the tendency against was 
expressed: by one year trained ‘teachers ‘and teachers ‘trained 
prirer to 1960. 

ENetrer=agpect OL the. principals "role. *1s'thevextent 
to which he becomes: the main source of counselling help for 
teachers in-efforts to solve: individual: student problems... 
Although there was’ general agreement.-that the ‘principal-'be 
the main source of help, several sub-groups placed more 
émphasis~on.this expe’ctation than “others. These were ‘the 
female teachers, teachers with training prior to 1960, and 
foacnerTseun grades PSP and 3; 

When corporal punishment and its place in. the prin- 
cipal "s "role “were “considered "teachers with one year ef @train- 
ing “and ‘teachers “trained, before “1960 Were- more’ in "favor “of 
delegating this completely to the principal than were teachers 
with four to six years of training and. those trained. follow- 
ie oO. 

The Maj oTirty "“ol.*teachers “in “the “two-age ‘sub-groups’, 
urder thirty Mm AShbrty- sie ‘to Pious teltetiaw the principal's 


role, did not. include helping the janitor plan his work and. 
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Supervising: thet.results, © Those: favoring this behavior 

were. in the, thirty-one*to, fifty age. group.’ ‘The younger 
teachers tended to think that a principal: should not become 
involved with janitorial tasks. Most teachers with degrees 
thought that it may be preferable while the majority of 
teachers with two to three.years of training did. not expect 
the: principal to help plan and supervise the janitor's work. 

Teachers were nearly unanimous in expecting the 
principal to involve them in the formulation of school policy. 
Teachers under thirty and: teachers with two or less years of 
experience; differ;dromteother experience sub-groups by 
indicating that they definitely’ expect the.principal to 
involve teachers in the formulation of: school' policy. 

Teacher,sub-groupstbased:ion yearsrofciteaching experi- 
ence differed with regard to the expectation related to the 
Principal's participation in’ the selection of- teaching staff. 
It was also found that- male teachers favored this behavior 
more than’ female’ teachers. 

Teachers with two to three-years of training differed 
from teachers with one year in that more’ thought that the 
principal preferably should be involved in staff selection... 
Teachers with recent training expressed expectations similar 
to,teachers with two to three years of training.- More 
teachers with training prior to 1960 were not in favor of 
the principal helping in.staff selection than teachers with 


training after 1960. 
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A majority ofall teachers expected the principal 
f6°participate in staff selection but: teachers in. junior 
high school, grades tended to favor this aspect of the 
principal*sWroletmere’than thetelementary ‘teachers } 

Teachérsewith degrees ’differed’greatiy’from teachers 
with one. year.of training with respect to the principal's 
expectation that teaches who do not: hold. approved degrees 
should improve their qualifications by attending summer 
schooly "Although not-insisting,;»teachers*with"four,to'six 
years of training felt.that this behavior on the part of the 
principal was preferable. 

Téeachers*witherécent training® and junior °hightschoel 
teachers tended to think that a principal's role included 


his encouraging teachers to attend summer school. 


Start Relationships Behavior 


Both, male. and female teachers agreed that the prin- 
cipal should support the.teacher when there.is a difference 
of opinion between teachers and board members. on the matter 
of curriculum but female teachers differed from male teachers 
by being more insistent.on this: aspect.of the principal's 
Pole, 

Item S4 suggested that a principal yequire teachers te 
compile daily lesson plans. Female teachers favored this 
more than male teachers. Teachers from thirty-one to fifty 


differed from teachers under thirty by being more. willing to 
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accept this as part.of the principal's role. than the younger 
group.. 

Teachers with over.twenty years of experience differed 
from these with. one ‘or two-years of experience, ‘three to ten 
years) yofLrexperience),; andeleven ‘te twenty years)<of ‘experience, 
when asked whether or not the principal should: require teachers 
to attend local Home and School Association meetings. Although 
there was general opposition to this expectation, those with 
over twenty years of teaching experience.were.most. adamant in 
opposing it. 

Differences between age groups and experience; groups 
were revealed when teachers were asked whether or-not a 
principal should support a teacher when: there was a difference 
ef opinion between teachers and.superintendents on matters-of 
Curriculum. Young teachers and teachers with limited. experi- 
eyce saw the principal in the role ef supporting the teacher: 
They desired this support more'than did the-older teachers 
and. teachers with. three or more years.ef experience, 

Teachers under thirty differed from-teachers.who were 
from thirty-one to fifty years of age, and teachers who were 
over fifty by- expecting a- principal to censider outref-school 
personal responsibilities of teachers when assigning teaching 
duties.. The teachers in the other two age groups tended to 
feel that a principal should not. be concerned with out-of- 
school, personal. responsibilities. 


Although the majority of. teachers felt that: the 
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principal should keep a’certain professional distance 
between himself.and the teachers, teachers with eleven to 
twentyeyears oftexperiencetweretanclineds teydisagréeeys (Those 
With over twenty years of experience were not-in favor of 


having this behavior become part of the principal's role. 


Community and Professional Behavior 

The question of whether or not the principal should 
include local citizens on school, program planning committees 
received greater Support from teachers under. thirty than: from 
these over fifty. Although this was-not a, generally accepted 
behavior, the younger teachers expressed more support for 
this aspect of the principal's role. 

Ties principal Ss acting onySalary negotiating committees 
Waswaccepted by;moest, Leacheérs., A gréater proportion of 
teachers in gradesiitour, ifevelCandvsix.were noted te be in 
faver.of this than teachers in.grades seven, eight and:nine, 

Sub- groups based. on: the grade taught: differed with 
respect tow their expectations regarding ithe principals 
involvement in’ CliVic* organizations... Although this behavior 
was accepted by most teachers, those in grades one, two, and 
three felt that perhaps the principal. should. not belong to 
Civic, organizations. 

The question of whether or net a.principal should attend 
all. regular school board meetings identified -differences of 


expectations between eight sub-groups of five different 
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demographic characteristics. 

Single teachers, «teachers junder. thirty syears ofvage, 
and.teachers ewithelimited experience were more inclined to 
think that a principal should attend school, board meetings. 
While .a third of the,elder teachers saw this behavior only 
as preferable, the «majority were -certainly <notsinyfaver iof 
the principal's attending all regular school board meetings... 

Teachers -with four. to six-years:of.training were 
meresinclined»to think) that,a,principal’s attendance:at 
board meetings would be an accepted aspect of his role. 
Teachers with training prior to 1960:.seemed to,favor the 
negative point of view while recently trained teachers had 
asgreater tendency ito,favor.the principal's attending 


regular school board meetings. 
tiie SIME LILCALIONS 


Gonclusiens of this study are, not prescriptive in 
nature, .indicating how a-principal should or should not., 
behave. Rather the.conclusions indicate differences in 
role expectations. A principal, knowing areas.where there 
is.a difference in expectations, will seek to bring about 
harmony or will behave within the limits ,of tolerance... In 
areas where expectations show a significant difference, the 
principal should investigate his behavior to determine whether 
or not he could behave in a manner which would meet 


expectations and bring about harmony of:expectations. 
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A principal, Superintendents, and school, staff 
could begin a study of the principal's role by considering 
areas in which there was a:difference.in expectations: 

This approach would bring the relevant expectations to 
bear on the school situation. 

Knowing that. demographic characteristics may lead to 
OPEPeTences 1 Expectations, a.principal would be better 
Equipped to, relate to.a given teacher: sub-group or-to 
establish a behavior which would minimize or. eliminate a 
conflict in-expectations, between two teacher sub-groups. 

Differing sub-groups and significant expectations 
for the principals role-identified in.this study should be 
expanded and additional details of that difference should be 
investigated in depth. A refined instrument measuring only 
the areas where conflict was identified would enable the | 
principal te deal with these issues,before‘serious staff 


Situations. oceurred. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEETS FOR PRINCIPALS, 
SUPERINTENDENTS, AND TEACHERS; AND THE 
EXPECTATIONS QUESTIONNALRE USED BY ALL 


RESPONDENTS 
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PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE 


PART I 


A. Background Information 


B. Expectations Questionnaire 


Please complete all questions in all parts of this questionnaire without 
consulting anyone. There are no right or wrong answers. It is important 


that your answers represent your own considered opinions. 


Thank you for your. cooperation. 


ALL INFORMATION IS STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL BE USED FOR EDUCATIONAL 


RESEARCH PURPOSES ONLY. 


us 8 












DITAMMOXTRMUD 2°UATIDMIAE 


i 
{ i y 7% 


nobiearyotel bowergdoaa oA 


ai kaninisemary) enolisicoeqned 3h} iis 


wins 
uodsiw sslanaelsesp ots Yo edtaq Ihe at soo ijesup iia sulacnea 
sonIvoqal si 2] .wtewes gaoxw to Jdgie On Sue ween onan | 

i esa 


.anotaiqe bersbhhuass awe Wey. insowtqen eyovens woe 


i. Sek 7 
smohaabsignne soe seth 


ia: 


ale a uy ise AY 
Soe skeral'é > 


“an z, 
of ter, ~*~ ; 


216 


PRINCIPAL 


SCHOOL DATA Abe Grades taught in this school eoeeveeeeeeveeveeeeeeeeveeeeaeeeoee 


10. 


1l. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


MOENUMUEEeOL eCeACNETS eit CLS SCHOOL syscsescvcdecvevcsesse 
Seo rear DULL An CHEB BCHOOL ceccccceesseceueduacvenrs 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Sex: Male, Female 
Marital status: Single, Married, Widowed, Divorced 
Age: under 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 50+ 
Religious denomination: ceccsccccccvsccsvescvscccsccccsevesscepeecerssecece 
Years of teaching experience: less than 2, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 
Si=2i,y LIF | 
Number of complete years of college or university training: 
1 POP ee Peed ne peg ey 
Special certification OF training: ..ccccosevecccccccesesecsescvvcscvveces ee 
Name of trainitig institution last attended wscsccccasctccscvcvevessescsseves 
Year during which you last attended We a ie oh tack tet 
PPETCGQUS) HOLAU de ceise seeder ee eH s oer hb eee sees edesd dee eeheersseredeusaens 
Major field of study for each degree ..ccecrvesccecveccccccccveccvsvccevece 
Grade(s) which you teach this year: 
BB a A SM eS > Me Me Sree» Fe 9 


Subject specialty (if applicable) MICRA RE EE eS 


Number of years you have taught in this SCHOOL] ..ccrecevecreccevesccsevsccves 


(Excluding time during which you have been principal) 
Number of years you have been principal in this School] ..csececcevceecesoes 
Total number of years during which you have been a school 


principal esvoeeoseoeocseeeoeoeeveoevevoeeoeoeee0ee0eee7e0e270820068080¢808 FC Ce Bee Hee eee eHeeeeeeee eo @ 
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SUPERINTENDENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE 


PART I 
A. Background Information 


B. Expectations Questionnaire 


Please complete all questions in all parts of this questionnaire without 
consulting anyone. There are no right or wrong answers. It is important 


that your answers represent your own considered opinions. 


Thank you for your cooperation. 


ALL INFORMATION IS STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL BE USED FOR EDUCATIONAL 


RESEARCH PURPOSES ONLY. 
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SUPERINTENDENT 
AREA DATA DP PNG Ct eeOrOCLe aN VOUT ALCAG| Tescscsccvureus it eeeuews ce ee 
SeeNGMOOL GQUeCGMCNOLB Lil YOUN GY@A ci-vue sv ees een eas 06 4 be a ees 6 


10. 
il. 
12. 
ANS 


14. 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Omitted 

Marital Status: Single,Married, Widowed, Divorced 

Age: Under 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 50+ 

Religious Denomination: ........cccccee ORLA SOMO AR A RO eR, ea ae 
Years of teaching experience: less than 2, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 
120, 255 


Number of complete years of college or university training: 


Omitted 
Natie OL traitiitie ssc tution Laat BtCCEnded .scccccwccer ces wesussscvesvvvace 
MEAT GUrAD EG WhLCaVOUCLOSE BLECTIICd sp ccce ese soceree rs CeCe asewteesetseseee 
DOULCE (SIPC LUMP MMe eee es oe ke Vacs ded ccoe seers dtivessseusuteres¢ 
Major field of study for each degree ..ccccsccsscccccoscecsepoesscecsevecses 
Omitted 
Omitted 
Number of years experience as a School principal ..cccceccecccesceserccccce 
Number of years you have been superintendent of this area .....eecceececcco 


Total number of years experience as a school superintendent ........ceeccen 
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TEACHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE 


PART I 


A. Background Information 


B. Expectations Questionnaire 


Please complete all questions in all parts of this questionnaire without 
consulting anyone. There are no right or wrong answers. It is important 


that your’ answers represent your own considered opinions. 


Thank you for your cooperation. 


ALL INFORMATION IS STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL BE USED FOR EDUCATIONAL 


RESEARCH PURPOSES ONLY. 
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TEACHER 


A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
1. Sex: Male, Female 
2. Marital status: Single, Married, Widowed, Divorced 
3. Age: under 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 50+ 
4. Religious denomination: 2.06.6 c04/ 0 stelatecoce EROS EOI ICE OF RE Bie ME PT 
5. Years of teaching experience: less than 2, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 
Slee, 2ot 
6. Number of complete years of college or university training: 
Loe 2; 935. 4; der ti niy/ 
fe opecital certi fitatidneor training: 6 ead wnsind os EL CR RO RI Roe ere. 
8. Name of training institution last attended ........... Ces ccecceereecsseivers 
Year Herne which you last attended 2.0 ..s 0006 Te. ob GOURSIGORGbs d 9 2 059. 6 619 eloye « 6 69 e185 
oe Degree(s) held i.e cies e's Ai ilalesctaecele a6 Wid sie doe 0d 058 Pelee dwidiee « We sod Cale visti ed or 
Mayor £1610 Of study fOr Gach degree: /sissccecacsvivens dieters so ule 01 5 a5 wis tehscels v° 
10. Grade(s) which you teach this year: 
rc gt) eee ee a ia Oy. - 9 
Beeepuniect speciaity (it applicable) ...¢.sseseses Hive seas IP Pee ere paveaes 
bea NUMIeL Of Years youcnave Catignt in this SCHOOL .scieesecucsvecusce odorous # F 
13. Number of years you have been teaching in this school during which the 


14. 


present principal has held the position of principal. 


Omit ted 
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B. EXPECTATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE 


1. READ each statement carefully. 


2. DECIDE whether you think your principal 
definitely should, preferably should, 
preferably should not, or definitely 
should not do as the statement indicates. 


3. CIRCLE the abbreviation which best indicates 
what you believe that your principal should do. 


ABBREVIATIONS 


DS eeoeoeeeoeeeeoeeeeeeee @ definitely should 
PS destsvsevsecvsces preretavily should 
PSN eeeeeeveeseeeeneeee @ preferab ly enoula not 


DSN sescascsscssevee detinitely should not 
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ATTRIBUTES 
1. The principal should be a good public speaker. DS PS PSN DSN 


2. Assuming equal capabilities, the principal 
should be of the male sex. DS PS PSN DSN 


3. The principal should be a person to whom the 
teacher could go with his personal problems. US7 > Fo. PON) =-Dsh 


4, The principal should have a good knowledge of 
current educational developments. DS PS PSN DSN 


5. The principal should be married and have 
children of his own. DS PS PSN DSN 


6. The principal should be a good teacher. DS PS PSN_ DSN 


7. The principal should be scholarly and have a 
good liberal arts background. (Liberal arts 
refers to areas outside of education. 
e.g. history, literature.) DS .PS PSN’ DSN 


8. The principal should have had some experience 
in teaching in the primary grades. DS FS §PsN DSN 


9. The principal should hold at least a B. Ed. 
degree. DS PS _ PSN DSN 


10. The principal should wear a suit or a sport 
coat and tie while on duty. DS PS PSN DSN 


SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 


11. The principal should devote at least half of 
his time to improvement of the instructional 
program. DS PS PSN DSN 


12. The principal should be a firm disciplinarian. 
(Firm disciplinarian means that a feeling 
exists among students and teachers that when 
a student is sent to the office for some 
misconduct that “something will happen". 
The principal will dispense some form of 
punishment. ) DS PS PSN DSN 


13. The principal should do some classroom 
teaching each year. ' Da), FS) 9 PSN. DSN 


14. The principal should visit each classroom 
several times each year. (Visit means stay for 
a period of time.) DS PS PSN’ DSN 


15. The principal should visit classrooms, for 
purposes of Observation, by appointment only. DS PS PSN DSN 
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30. 


The principal should be one of the first staff 
members in the building each morning. 


The principal should take a regular turn on the 
supervisory duty schedules. 


The principal should have the teachers evaluate 
him periodically as a means for determining 
his effectiveness. 


The principal should review and, if he deems it 


necessary, revise report cards before they are 
sent home. 


The principal should be one of the main sources 
of counseling help for the teachers in efforts 
to solve individual student problems. 


The principal should administer the achievement 
and mental tests for his building. 


The principal should see that an agenda is 
distributed at least a few hours before each 
faculty meeting. 


If corporal punishment is to be used in student 
discipline, the principal should be the only 
person in the building to administer it. 


The principal should help the janitor to plan 
his work and supervise the results. 


The principal should involve his staff in 
formulating school policy. 


The principal should initiate in-service 
education programs. 


The principal should participate in the 
selection of teaching staff. 


The principal should formally evaluate 
teachers as a means for determining their 
effectiveness. 


The principal should recommend the dismissal 
of teachers whom he believes to be incompetent. 


The principal should expect teachers who do not 
hold an approved degree to improve their 
qualifications by attending summer school. 


STAFF RELATIONSHIPS 


31. 


The principal should allow staff members to use 
their own discretion in the use of school 
supplies. 
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In general, the principal should support 
the teachers when there is a difference of 
opinion between teachers and board members 
on matters of curriculum. 


The principal should encourage teachers to 
experiment with new methods of teaching. 


The principal should require teachers to 
compile daily lesson plans. 


The principal should require teachers to attend 


local Home and School Association meetings. 


The principal should involve teachers in 
working out duty schedules. 


The principal should ask teachers to make 
appointments to see him rather than come to 
his office whenever they wish. 


The principal should expect teachers to 
attend Saturday professional development 
meetings. 


The principal should support the position 
of the teachers when there is a difference 


of opinion between teachers and superintendent 


on matters of curriculum. 


The principal should take into account 
out-of-school personal responsibilities of 
teachers when assigning teaching duties. 


The principal should keep a certain 
professional distance between himself and 
the teachers in his school. 


COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 
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The principal should include local citizens 
on school program planning committees. 


The principal should actively take part in 
local politics. 


The principal should encourage teachers to 
join specialist councils. 


The principal should keep the public 
informed about the school's activities. 


The principal should participate in current 
educational research. 


The principal should inform teachers about 
policy changes which are being considered. 
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The principal should act on salary 
negotiating committees. 


The principal should belong to a civic 
organization such as the Lions, Rotary, 
etc. 


The principal should encourage parent 
visitations to the school. 


The principal should attend Principals' 
Association meetings. 


The principal should attempt to establish 
the school as a center for community 
activities. 


The principal should attend all regular 
school board meetings. 


The principal should attempt to have 
his school provide the kind of education 
that the community wants. 
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SUMMARY OF THE COMPARISONS MADE USING THE KOLMOGOROV- 
SMIRNOV TWO-SAMPLE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 


Noort Groups Compared 
Compari- x 
sons i (nj) N (n2) 
POSITION GROUP 
dite Principal 36 Superintendent 20 
2 Principe. 36 Teacher 278 
or Superintendent 20 Teacher 278 
SEX 
4, Male Sw, Female Lis 
MARITAL STATUS 
Sun gle 49 Married 205 
AGE 
6G 30 and under 89 Sie 0 O72 
aa 50’ _“andsunder 89 Over 50 88 
8. 51 to~s0 92 Over 50 88 
RELIGION 
or Roman Catholic 29 Protestant 235 
EXPERTENCE* (years } 
1 0p Z2 and under 38 3°.- 10 99 
11, 2 and under 38 Lie 22.0 79 
Dees 2*°and: under 38 Over.2.0 55 
PS. 3, =10 99 11 - 20 79 
14. 3 = 20 99 Over 20 55 
Less. iG A) 79 Over 20 55 
TRAINING (Years) 
16% 1 year 124 2 Fo Years 96 
L7¥ ievean, 124 4-60 years: 48 
1s: 2 - 3 years 96 4 -.6 years 48 
RECENCY OF TRAINING 
Toe Training before Training ac ter. 
1960 119 1960 136 
GRADE TAUGHT. 
Z0% A nay o) 96 A552. 6 69 
Zale Ee eae eae 96 fe icpeee 95 
Zoi dvds Sago 69 lig OREO 95 
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TABLE OF CRITICAL VALUES OF D IN THE KOLMOGOROV- 
SMIRNOV TWO-SAMPLE TEST 
(Large Samples: two-tailed test) 
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE REQUIRED WHEN EMPLOYING THE 
KOLMOGOROV-SMIRNOV TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR 
COMPARISONS ONE TO TWENTY-TWO 














Level Comparisons 

of 

Sign. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
10 oo) eee ec O00 21/09 8.1959 81769 41830 21769 
EOS CO cooermarstoo. L972) i262. 21972 2040) 71972 
<025 Serco t04 246 2555 aed46) 922206 2246 
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STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA FOR COMPARISON OF 
RESPONSES (GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS ,~SUPERINTENDENTS, 


ANDSEEACHERS ae 1O, ATTRIBUTE EXPECTATION-ETEMS 
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TABLE VII 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, 


SUPERINTENDENTS, AND TEACHERS TO ATTRIBUTE 
EXPECTATION ITEMS 


Item Position Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. Group DS PS PSN DSN NR par** 








1 Prin. i 29 0 0 0 P-S 094 NES 
Supe. 2 18 0 O-. 0 P-T 054 Ne Se 
Teacher 69 207 2 0 0 T-S ~L48 Ni S: 

2 Prin. 4 29 0 uf 2 P-S 056 Nene 
Supt. 2 16 i ab 0 P-T 069 NS. 
téacher 50 198 ~ Sh aly is - 080 N.S. 

5 Pasir 5 eZ 6 Z 1 P-S ayia, Nig 
Supt. 6 EE Z 0 in P-T 165 NGS: 
Teacher 70 ee) Ao Ole al 4 T-S , 163 NS 

4 Prin. 30 6 0 0 0 P-S 067 N.S. 
Supt. 18 al 0 0 1 P-T 008 Neo 
Teacher 234 A2 0 0 i T-S 058 NES: 

5 Dyrth. i 28 il 0 6 P-S O33 Noo 
Supt. 0 16 0 0 4 P-T 023 Nes 
Teacher eat 213 10 4 40 T-S 056 Ni One 

6 Prin. 24 ie 0 0 4 P-S 028 N.S: 
Supt, des 7 0 0 0 P-T 078 NaS: 
Teacher 20% 69 0 0 zZ T-S 095 N.S; 

7 Prin. 8 28 0 0 0 P-S 028 Nass 
Supt. 5 5 0 0 0 P-T 043 Nese 
Teacher 69 197 6 i 5 T-S 043 Nw 

8 Prin. 5 oA 0 Ot yOn eB 150, MeN 
Supt. 0 V7, 1 0 i P-T .097 NG Srcn 
Teacher 51 200 Ls]; Las T-S L383 Na Sia 

9 Prin. 14 22 0 0 0 P-S ar he sige? 
Supt. 16 4 0 0 0 P-T .050 NGS, 
Teacher Leu 147 3 0 6 T-S , ool 025 

10 Prin, Ze 14 0 0 0 P-S 050 NiO. 

Supt. 12 7 1 0 0 P-T ,054 Neos 

i i 7 T-S Ne Sie. 


Teacher i565 114 





*Explanation of Response Categories: 
p p g 


DS = Definitely should PSN = Preferably Should Not 
PS = Preferably should DSN = Definitely Should Not: 
NR = No Response 

**Comparisons: 
P-S = Principals and Superintendents 
P-T = Principals, and Teachers 
T-S = Teachers and Superintendents 


a 





ITY AIsAT 


_BIATLOVISD Yd WAVID BFevOdeta TO MOSTAAIMOD 
ITUMIATTA OT CAHAHOAST GVA , STHECVETUIARIU)S a? 
- @MATI WVORTATOS9XE 9 | 


: Fi 
a RR en 


xamd m0) *egenoteey morsi209 .mesl 
_ ftesq “TR Vat” Fer ay ol quortd on 








Or 2-9 0 0 Q es t mind f 
é T-4 Q«. 8 0 af § tque | 
Shi 2-T 0 0 S TOs eo 1edaseT | 
| q S$ .2 “O 2 ef ° @ 2 « (ate ae 
rg 70 Be or $ sque | 
. 2 =] ‘re $ Res H2 taioseT 
. 2-9 ff § é Sf 2k 80g med Bs 
. 0 S Bi 6 . .Tque 
5 e Sf f{€ gh [Si GY tensesT 
a0 2-7 0 9 0 r) 0% “_ , kta + 
B00 T-4 tf -—0.. "9 f Bf que i’ 
820 e-7 § 0 ~ 9 Sh hES «+toedoaeT ee 
o-4 2.2 0 f a a : itt =| fe 
ESO, T-9. A 0 Q of Os eiqua oe 
p20 2-T'. Of & *.OF - Basa ae 15d2g9T 
0 ans & as RitT. oF 
0 0 ‘ “er que. 


0 0 ed TOS vedoseT- 
8S & een a. 


ed 2 que 
QL = @ redoeet 








a 
Be So who wos wee 





Ag Pepe EB NM) TX D 


STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA FOR COMPARISON: OF 
RESPONSES "GIVEN BY» TEACHER; SUB-GROUPS’ *TO 


ALTRIBUBE EXPECTATION «I TEMS 
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COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY MALE AND FEMALE TEACHERS 
TOMA TIRUBULE FEXBE CRA TIONG I FEMS 
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COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY SINGLE AND MARRIED 
TEACHERS TO ATTRIBUTE EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item 
No. 


10 
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Married 


Single 
Married 


Single 
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Married 


Single 
Married 


Single 
Married 


Single 
Married 


single 
Married 


10 
oul 


40 
Les 


2 
9 


26 
85 


. 30 
112 


36 
138 


ise 
45 


38 
145 


36 
146 
22 
114 


18 
87 


U1 


COW 


Oo © 


ee Fas’ 


Response* 
DS PS PSN DSN NR 


u1 © 


BH 


Dmax 


w0G.5% 


oO Sy7. 


067 


. 143 


040 


.043 


LO 


- 066 


Sign. 


*For explanation of Respense Categeries ‘seevlable Vil. 
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TABLE X 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN: BY TEACHERS IN THREE AGE 
GROUPS TOMATTRIBUTE EXPECTATIONS: ITEMS 


Item. Sub- Responses * Com- Dmax, Sign, 
No. Group DS ou PSP ope SND DON a NR par, * 








Over 50 54 30 1 1 


sf Under 30 BS 55 i 0 0 A Ree Ss 
Serco. 50 logs 70 0 0 0 B eas 025 
Over 50 ils ys 1 0 0 C OLA ee Nee core 
2 Under 30 13 wih ad i 3 A Pale © Nao. 
Sato 50 ed 359 2 5. 9 B <0. 70% Ne Se 
Over 50 19 (yal it Is 5 G sO83S, Nes. 
3 Under 30 10 44 Za 9 5 A 22035 3505 
Stor 50 29 36 kal 10 6 B ee a eS 
Over. 50 29 35 10 ie ab 3 C POM. NaS 
4 Under 30 78 tah 0 0 0 A 050° + Ns S% 
41 “to. 59 76 16 0 0 0 B POS. NSS 
Over 50 74 13 0 0 il G SOL a Ne 
5 Under 30 2 68 2 0217 A YUiy7 NaS. 
SH. tio, 50 4 65 Ls Z Le B he 3 NS: 
Over 50 5 74 ”, A 6 o eRe INS 
6 Under 30 57 30 0 0 2 A 70 0. OS 
Sacto: 250 78 14 0 0 0 B S087 "NaS. 
Over 50 64 24 0 0 0 e; Rd) UNwSs 
i Under. 30 15 68 3 0 S A <203 NES 
$1, to 50 25 64 A 0 a B alaw ~ NeS¥ 
Over 50 26 60 2 0 0 C “Uz 4 a Ne Ss 
8 Under 30 16 63 6 0 4 A eOod: -NiS. 
51.to 50 16 65 4 u 6 B L044 NS. 
Over 50 16 66 1 0 5 G BUD 4. Nia. 
9 Under 30 38 47 Z 0 Z A LOO uN. Os 
$i to 50 49 4] 0 0 Z B W003 = NaS. 
Over 50 32 os 0 0 1 G LOU NYS; 
10 Under 30 53 34 0 0 Z A ees NES. 
Sato 50 43 47 0 0 2 B VO2ZS- NeS< 
2 G Ness 


- 146 





* For explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
** Comparisons: A..Under 30 and 31.to 50, 


B. Under 30 and over 50. 
Gees to S0eand over 50; 
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TABLE XI 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY ROMAN CATHOLIC AND 
PROTHS DAN TU TEACHERS TT OVATTRIBUTEP EXPECTATIONS: -LTEMS 


Item Sub- Responses * Dmax Sign. 
No. Group Pp D NR 


iL RoC. 8 Zl 0 0 0 
Prot. 5668177 e 0 0 068 N.S. 

/: Race 6 20 0 5 0 
gone 41 169 4 51 4L6 .068 NGS . 

3 RaGs 7 LZ y) 5 0 
Prot. 59 104 34 Zo 935 .058 Ni0 - 

4 Re 'Ge 718) a 0 0 0 
Pro: 200 34 0 0 ad: ORT Ne. 

5 ReGe 0 Z2 5 1 5) 
Proc. LO LSS 6 ae 54 .U'6S Nw. 

6 RG 19 10 0 0 0 
Prote 178 es) 0 0 Z OZ No. 

7 Re Ge 6 ag 1 0 ih 
Prot. Omer 0.7. 5 0 4 044 Ni . 

8 Race 5 22 0 0 zZ 
PPO. 4308 167 ils ike ES ». OB 7 N.S. 

9 Ree 18 10 0 0 Ih 
PEO 99 1350 2 0 ~ 9 N.S. 

10 RG 14 Le 0 0 0 
Pret. 134 aS 1 1 6 OS 7 NES. 














* For explanacazon of Response iCateponies see glabie Vike. 
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TABLE XII 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS IN FOUR 
EXPERIENCE GROUPSMiOV ATTRIBUTE EXPE GERATLONS., ITEMS 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax 
No. DS P5> PSN DSN NR par. ** 


Nn 
| ek 
gQ 
=} 
9 





Ny Leoxr? 2 125 25 0 0 0 A 059 N.S 
5to 10 28 70 i 0 0 B 140 N.S 
Lto. 29 16 63 0 0 0 5 160 N.S 
Over 20 10 44 il 0 0 D 080 N.S 
E LOTS Nes 
F Oa INES 
2 14 ore Z 4 33 1 0 0 A 131 Nas 
STS 40 Lay 67 2 5 10 B 135 Neds 
Liter 20 19 55 0 iD 4 @ LOO" Ness 
Over 20 9 39 1 4 Z D O68 INeSe 
E HUG 5? ON SSe 
F Od = Nese 
S lore 2 7. 18 9 2 2 A DOSY ONS 
Svto 40 16 47 ly 12 if B PO Nese 
Verte 2.0 2 51 10 12 3 C 216 NeSs 
Over 20 22 ta 6 4 2 D 150 Ness 
E ZO Sec UieS 
F 109 Nese 
4 Le oe 2 34 4 0 0 0 A OF  INiS* 
5° to 40 84 5 0 0 0 B O04 Nese 
ja eee 5.9) veal 8 0 0 0 Cc 149 - Nes 
Over 20 Al 13 0 0 il D 050° N«iSk 
E 10 NS 
F 155) NG oe 
5 te oreZ 2 29 0 0 7. A U5o. Neo. 
asp Ne) 2 15 4 Ose 48 B O85 SNis. 
Ti te 20 4 63 3 1 8 G 09S N.S. 
Over 20 3 43 2 2 5 D Sl. aN ss 
E O97) INes. 
F OLS N.S. 
6 bor Z5 12 0 0 i A 059° Nos: 
5 2600 10 iia aad 0 0 1 B bSsZ NA Ss 
Liston. 0 64 15 0 0 0 G OS SeewNiSas 
Over 20 Al 14 0 0 0 D 09S. oN ao% 
E O28" Nos 
F VES. UNS: 
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TABLE XII (CONTINUED) 





Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. SPS BSN DSN NR par. ** , 


7 l or 2 YO. © -26 2 o. ‘0 A TOR Nios, 
3 to ele te 76 2 0 5 B 041 N.S. 

11 to 20 24 54 1 0 G 034 N.S. 

Over 20 16 38 1 oF 0 D TA 2 Ne Ge 

E (25) Nast. 

F Que NivS), 

8 1 or 2 oe 25 3 oa ¥ A 106 N.S. 
3 to 10 ee 73 6 9 B O72 Nese 

11 to 20 wm 538 2 Pp § G 069 N.S. 

Over 20 13 40 0 rr 3 D 033 N.S. 

E 105 N.S. 

F OTH WS, 

9 1 or 2 70. 17 1 6 A VP? Nis, 
3 to 10 AGS RR 1 2-2 B O71y =N. Se 

Vt feae20 5q@ FY 0 @ de C Vos NUS, 

Over 20 25 3i 0 qi D G42 NI Ss, 

E GHZ NaS. 

F 035° N.S. 

10 & or 2 Ze eT 0 @ +t A 230, Nis. 
3 to 10 45 53 0 ge 7 B 089 N.S. 

I) ton 20 47 29 0 Nee: C 084 N.S. 

Over 20 a5 --79 1 Ge 2 D 140 N.S. 

E 145 N.S. 

F Onn Nys. 





* For explanation ofsResponse Gategories, see Gable Vik. 


**Comparisons: Ivor Zfand 5S. toy £0" 

LO re cain ds lalwitiosi6.5 
Pror.:2 Vand Jovex 20, 
S°to,. 'Ucand lds to 203 
S=to FO andzover #20; 
VIS tonZ0 and over:20'. 
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TAB BE eXlerd 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT THREE LEVELS 
OF TEACHER TRAINING TO ATTRIBUTE EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub - Group Responses* Com- Dmax Sign... 
No. DS BS BONISDON ANN wapar. ** 


1 Taye ar 28 oS i, 0 0 A LUSP ON. Ss 
ony oS cam "Os 1 0 0 B USO NS. 

4-6 yrs 8 40 0 0 0 G OZ rr ie, 

2 liesy err 20 90 6 5 6 A  USVEw ON os 
comers 19 68 1 1 uh B 036 Nis. 

4-6 yrs 8 34 0 2 4 C O42" NaS 

3 Le year Cie: 54 10 20 7 A 114 N.S. 
4a nS 18 45 OAS 6 4 B D7 2a Ns Ole 

4-6 yrs 16 16 9 4 %) C lo N.S. 

4 eey.e ar LOb/ ay, 0 0 0 A Os0;, Nis. 
Zee y Ts. 80 ARS 0 0 i B Ors OR SUN a os. 

4-6 yrs. 40 8 0 0 0 C 010, N.S: 

5 1 year 57 108 3 Ze 13 A Wo ea aoe 
Zeouy rs 4 ts 4 0 15 B La aN Ss 

4-6 yrs 4 30 2 eb C O94: N.S. 

6 day Gat 96 28 0 0 0 A O55) Ness 
Loreal S 69 (a8 0 0 Z B OS 72 NaS 

4-6 yrs 32 abs 0 0 0 C USP" Neos 

7 year 28 Sal Z 0 3 A 014 N.S. 
2-3: yrs SS 69 2 0 2 B Os? * Ne Sc 

4-6 yrs ARS) 59 2 0 0 C OSs Nieves 

8 leyear oS 88 4 1 8 A UZ NS, 
AEE S 19 68 - 0 5 B (060 s Ness 

4-6 yrs 6 o/ 5 0 Z C O75 Nws. 

©) 1 year 45 75 1 0 a) A DAS vie Nis Sie 
eval of) eve 0 0 2 B S20: 4005 

4-6 yrs oo 14 1 0 0 (f Oe eas A 

10 ely Cat 66 54 0 i 3 A CSO e PN one 
ARS) sea 54 39 1 0 2 B P14) Ns Sv 

AO. 1s yuh 16 0 0 1 G USS oNwo. 





* For explanation of Response Categories see-Table VII. 
**Comparisons: A lL year and 2° to 3 years: 

B 1 year and 4 to 6 years. 

C weto. S-years “and: 4 to O-years. 
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TABLE XIV 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS WITH TEACHER 


TRAINING BEFORE 1960 AND TEACHERS WITH TRAINING AFTER 
PO OOMTOPATIRIBUTESEXPEGTATIONS “1 TEMS 


Htem: Sub-Group Responses * Dmax”" Sign. 


No. DS PS“@PSNe*DSN NR 
id Before 24 93 2 0 0 
After af 99 0 0 0 See) Nios 
2 Before real 86 %) Z | 
After Ze eo a 5 9 027 Ns 
5 Before 55 46 14 18 6 
After 29 OZ Dal, de 6 yOS1 Neos 
4 Before LOL 18 0 0 0 
After 14, Pai 0 0 ih ame N.S. 
5 Before 4 98 7. 1 9 
After E200 Z eal Glee So Neos 
6 Before 91 28 0 0 0 
After 95 39 0 0 2 .066 NSS 
7 Before 30 eS 3 0 3 
After 2 ee A 3 0 2 054 Nis 
8 Before 19 89 5 i 5 
After a 96 6 0 7 2039 Nios 
9 Before 55 61 1 0 Z 
After aa 75 al 0 3 4:5 Noa 
10 Before 66 51 0 i al 
After EZ 54 Al 0 4 Olyaatt Noes 





* For explanation of Response Categories¥see Table VII" 
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TABLE | XV 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT THREE 
GRADE LEVELS TO ATTRIBUTE EXPECTATIONS. ITEMS 














Item Sub-Group Responsesi® Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. DS PS, -PSN- DSN *NR Day. os 
Grades 
1 There aR TE | is 1 a 0 A 7 ese 
ue Mower te om 47 ik 0 0 B O10" N. Se 
lay eheregy Ot) 22 eS 0 0 0 G OS Nao 
2 ees 20 66 2 a A 061, N:s. 
Ue istn ate I 53 0 il 2 B 064 N.S. 
(eta Tone 6 2 alle E HU IES, 
%) HS Wage) 25 59 13 16 5 A 09S Nase 
Lay as teteas 16 35 9 6 3 B O7 17 ENS: 
(itv t in JS) 25 41 15 8 6 C 044 N.S. 
4 ia See 15 0 i 0 A 040 N.S 
APeSEAG 61 ” 0 ocomll B (23° NGS 
i ree O 78. 17 0 Ceo C 063 N.S 
5 1 Ree ema? 4 tees A O97 N.S 
4. Coens 1 Tosy 0 AGENO B 170" N.S 
(ate Cee o 5 64 5 ih 2) € 114° NS 
6 A [one 0 ta Ga A 050i ees 
A tS 6 54 LS 0 0 0 B 170°. Nes 
Lae Oto 61 53 0 0 1 C ~14i° Neus 
7 | Ae pr) 28 66 1 0 ih A LOS = NS. 
Aes tang ee 1 i Pe B 042 Nos. 
een ad: 24. 65 4 0 2 €  VOdUeNaS. 
8 ype se) 26 66 1 1 2 A -082 UNS. 
Hs 5516 13 50 2 0 4 B LiGe NaS 
1,4. 85.9 9 69 8 0 9 C 094 N.S. 
9 Re Zee ao 5S i 0 1 A O87 GNes. 
Ae ee Ee 34 32 1 0 eh B OZ ae) Ninos 
Leon 41 52 0 0 Z C ~VO1> UNaiS. 
10 il eer) 55 38 0 ik 2 A O27 aoe 
Ae 2.4 0 4] 28 0 0 0 B OAT 2Nus. 
Tee aly 50 42 1 0 2 C WOOT ee SE 








“Por an explavation of, Response Categories see Table VII. 
Comparisons: A grades 1, 2, 3, and 4,.5,:0. 

B Gu aGoowil, Ze, mad 5 8.9. 

C grades. 4,75, 6©,,and 7, 8, 9 
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STATISTICAL TREATMENT..OF DATA FOR-COMPARISONS OF 
RESPONSES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, .SUPERINTENDENTS 
AND TEACHERS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 


EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 
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DAB EE LyX V I 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND TEACHERS TO SCHOOL 
MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 





Item Position Responses* Com- Diax Sign. 
No. Group DS BS SPene DSheoONR™ Goar.** 


el. Prin, 5 26 4 0 il P-S “0.59 N.S, 
Supt. 3 rs } 0 1 P-T ee ON eo 
Teacher 30, 170 42 a 2 S-T aS ONS Ss 

vz 1o2) eau ge cS 16 3 2 0 P-S ~ cow VNeS. 
Supt, 5 7 4 Z 2 P-T s2572. BOSS 
Teacher 197 67 8 ak 5 S-T phe BOO 

is) Pian. 15 rogik 0 0 0 P-S LAS ISIS, 
Supt. 15 5 i 0 1 P-T 5450 N.S, 
Teacher 152 145 7 5 a S-T A085 WW. Ss 

14 Drain. ina Z| 4 0 0 P-S <294 N.S* 
Supt. Le 7 0 0 1 P-T 19 NGS. 
Teacher | 39. 155 60 4 712 S-T ~460 NaS. 

ie Prin. 3 15 14 3 1 P-S BLS OP NGisg 
Supt. 0 7 9 2 2 P-T 085 NESS 
Teacher 25 ~« 124 75 47 12 S-T (186. INZSe 

16 Paving Teal 24 1 0 0 P-S 2072. NUS 
Supt. 5 155 i 0 i P-T 086 INS 
Teacher 80- 181 il 4 6 S-T 039 NS. 

ik, Pirin. 8 14 12. 2 0 P-S 194 Noe 
Supt. 4 5 6 4 a P-T 04. Nase. 
Teacher 88 105 54 2a) 4 S-T ad. INwOn 

18 Prag. 5 ihe 12 6 0 P-S JSS ec Ne 
Site 0 9 5 6 0 P-T 2HeL. INS 
Teacher 7 83 83 92...» 15 S-T lO. 6NASe 

19 Py ae 4 16 aval 5 0 P-S aL0b INS. 
Supt 1 8 8 5 0 P-T othe TNicBie * 
Teacher 14 ey 96 87 4 S-T velofel >» WNL 

20 PYin: Za fg il 0 0 P-S aor NS 
Sipe. 7 er 2 0 0 P-T O08. N.S. 
Teacher 183 88 6 il 0 S-T VOUS: eoNe. 
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TABLE XVI~ (CONTINUED) 


Item Position Responses * Com- Dmax:. Sign. 
No. Group DS" PS” PSN DSN. NR’ par. ** 
ZA Porn, 2 18 14 Hi 1 P=S .206 Nise 
Supt. a 6 10 Z 1 Pols O78) Nias. 
Teacher Soy AS) 90 28 S] ele h V3) UNS 
Ge Paci, dual 25 rs 0 0 P= ~244- N.S, 
Supt. aby 9 0 0 0 P=T 0509 Neos 
Teacher iy 18'S les) 5 6 S-1 alr No. 
Pass Prin. 4 © ha WY 0 P=s 5007 > Nass 
SEG. Ih 5 6 vl 1 Pal ee ONG SG 
Teacher 59 oD 76 64 6 S=T Ly? NOs 
24 Prin. i. 1 6 7 1 P=o el Ge Neo 
Supt. AM ait) 5 Orel Pat [ou Noe 
Teacher 22— 1.06 87 55 8 Sel 1240) Ne S5 
ZS Bains a2 14 0 0 0 RS 7259 Neon 
Supt. L7 5 0 0 0 (evil 0638 Neo. 
Teacher Lod gedk2 O 3 ul 3 Sin b OU ee Nao 
26 Priny 8 25 3 0 0 P= <228  ;005 
gupt. 15 3) 0 0 0 P-T Lone Nao 
Teacher 53/61 81 42 9 9 a= O17 001 
24 Prin. 26 8 2 0 oO p-s i ee 
Supt. a ea 0 1 P-T 4927 -s00u 
Téacher 64 128 49 Sil 6 Su eto eek 
28 Prin. Pie tame tty eae 2A Nees 
Supt. a a 6 ie Seen .140 N.S; 
Teacher 15 85 103 or ee a Sau 1 U.S ae NaS 
29 PRini« 13 19 Z il i P-S 089: Nee 
Supt. 9 7 2 2 So. par 270.025 
Teacher yaa ee ee eee: 2255 Nook 
30 Pray 10 18 6 1 1 Pao wae Nase 
Supt. 5 13 1 0 L Peat e250 05 
8 Sait Sirs 025 


Teacher 26 125 6 





* For explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparisons see Table VII. 


ee ny tt acre gett + NL CNC CIN, 


mgi2 xemd mo}  * 2920 geon sto it teod motT 
ee. T&G “WH ; fe ; ; quoted con 


(CGAUMITMOD) TVX IIGAT 


——— oe SN 


:2.V a*4 j f hI gt S »mieg 
C.K 8T0,. T-9 | OL 0 «Ique 
au tel. T-2 Q gS Qe els. 0 ~ agHaset 
A bAS 0 0) g és Ii mrt 
020 0 0 0 2 Lf aaque- 

ey 2 é Ma ef ear if tedoseT 


} air 
tr aque 
a GE ~ tadospeT 


Ee ow { q re] ef t ,aita 
| [+4 [ f y Of h stque 
T-2 B ce Ae oor 36 xsecioaaT 
ER, | 
y 2-4 ( if es «fis 
" y 0 é | Jque 
rO 2 { OSI éél torlzeeT 


200, 8S. 2-4 0 O° ££ 2 eee mit 
2M Stl, r~q 0 0 0 2 at sTque- 


i P.2 ¢ Sp EBL. ONE tadoget 
Su O92 an9 Os. O° of 8 as nix 
roo, set T-4 0 0 it 8 - tque 
sae OS f-2 2 fé ep @§8f bo £t«98foe8T 


OM 22S. 2. ee Sey Lee oe Hie 
-3qu ¢ \ i 

I tefoseT \ 
N 








cake 

























ua 


Sam 





er Pi BON bid x F 


STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA FOR COMPARISON 
OF RESPONSES GIVEN: BY TEACHER SUB-GROUPS TO 


SCHOOL MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 
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COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY MALE AND FEMALE 
TEACHERS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 
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Male 
Female 
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3 1 
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No. 
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27 
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30 


Sub.= 
Group 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 
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Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


TABLE XVII (CONTINUED) 


Responses * 
DS PS PSN DSN NR 


535 24. 0 0 0 
mal OS 2 1 


7 38 2 
30 140 owl 


ul dO 
a ed 


18 33 4 2 0 
45 oe 44 28 ) 


3 16 a 9 2 
We 68 73 Slt 3) 


10 31 5 9 Z 
44 84 54 25 6 


7 SL 14 4 i) 
18 92 SZ Sieh Sal 


Dmax 
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018 


a a0 


sUS9 
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* For explanation of ResponserCategories see Table VII. 
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COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY MARRIED AND SINGLE 
TEACHERS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 





Item Sub - Responses * H4 Dmax Sign. 
No. Group DS. PS PSN DSN NR 
er Single 5 29 9 i 5 

Married Ce. leoel 30 Le, lek 048 N.S 
163 Single Ly) 9 i 0 Z 

Married 142 ed 7. up 3 062 Neo 
1 Single 30 18 A 0 0 

Married 106 89 6 3 a ~095 N.S 
14 Se Le 7 26 LS 2 i! 

Married Sele Le 41 oT 10 .034 N.S 
aes Sine le 6 18 16 6 s 

Married L5 97 55 30 8 daz N.S 
16 Single 25 S26 2 0 0 

Married Sake Susid 5 4 5 .044 Niwo 
i / Single 18 20 5 5 a 

Married 63 76 45 19 Z nOOr, N.S 
18 single 3 20 Abs eZ i 

Married 4 58 65 cer alt wEO:7 Neo 
an) Single 3 14 14 16 2 

Married Li 56 Tz 64 Z .045 Nao 
20 Single 35 16 0 0 0 

Married 133 65 6 it 0 .034 N.9o 
ZL Single 6 24 15 2 2 

Married 26 83 67 22 7 081 N.S 
22 Single 10 36 1 1 1 

Married 5g Se 14 al 5. .074 N.S 
no: Single, 7 14 ded 10 i 

Married 29 69 SZ 50 5 049 Nes 
Bae single 3 20 ley 8 1 

Married Ly ded 66 43 6 955 NaS 
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Single 
Married 


Single 
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Single 
Married 


Single 
Married 


Single 
Married 


TABLE XVIII (CONTINUED) 


Responses * 
DS PS PSN DSN NR 


33 
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89 
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80 
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Je 
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»145 


070 


.056 
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N.S. 


* For explanation jog Response) Categories see Table Vil. 
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TABDE { 2X0NX 


COMPARISON’ OF RESPONSES GIVEN: BY. TEACHERS IN THREE AGE 
~~ GROUPS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. Doe Poe PSN SIDON PINK 3 parat* 


11". Undex 30 Tyee S798 ors a: A “O37 NS 
elute 50 pe 6s, 13 4 4 B 00 dee uce 
Over 50 11 #8 49 °° 1s 7 89 C -10T Se N.S. 
12 Under. 30 ga 8? 22 i o Ma * A 02T "NS 
21 te 50 Gch. 22 cy ea, B ce PRE 
Oye eso 61s" 21 4 #21 C 014 
3. trider 30 G4 b* 37 i 0% 6 A O20 "* Nose 
38 to 50 54 35 2 i fi B 096.e Nia. 
O¥er SO Ag * 39 4 2444 C At@eL Nis. 
14 Under 30 #5 -B 45-99 25 9 44 2 A oes" Nis. 
al a “7 eae ee ta ne ee ee 
Over 50 9 8% 49 *° 30 a6 C “080re® Niet 
is Haden 50 yee sae 3g, 418°) 30 4 ooo’ Nis! 
ail oo. Eb et ee 1 be ude. 8 106% oe Nas. 
divares0 paws 88 50 bly. 4 C 036,09 Noo 
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aver. 50 ge: @ 2720 16 28 10e 1 C 008 N.S, 
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dyer 0 1 Pig oe 20 28 34 ees C 088 28 nas. 
19 Under 30 BAP {p99 4g wO 23. Fa A 14a? nist 
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Over 50 1 eh 24 2? 2429 50. 8P 2 C O84 fh ny Fes 
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31 to 50 600° 28  onglong aati ichaa ok a ae 
dver Sa got. hey 0 0 0 C M504 * NLS. 
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31 te 50 
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Under 30 
31. #@ 50 
Over 50 
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31 te 60 
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TABLE XIX (CONTINUED) 
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DS PS PSN DSN NR 
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* For explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see Table X. 
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TABLE’ XX 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY ROMAN CATHOLIC AND 


PROTESTANT TEACHERS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 
EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub- Responses * Dmax Senn: 
No. Group I? SN 


{ha Bor: Ge 2 Ta 3 a 1 

Prout. ZOee LA4 36 ibey >) lve) ~ Lud Noy 
17 Rela, 21 8 0 0 0 

PYO Cs 166 56 7 i} 5 ey N.S. 
135 Roa. 1S) nes dh 0 0 

Prot. V2 94 6 2 it rol et Neos 
14 1B al Oe 4 16 6 Z 1 

Prot. See coated WS al aha etal) .014 Ni Oe 
15 RC. 3 eS 8 3 0 

Prot. Z0ie US 63 ae 2 »097 Neo 
16 Rica 9 19 0 1 0 

Prot. OOF Loe 6 3 6 .029 Nuon 
18) Rote 10 9 7 5 0 

Prot. 72 91 45 25 4 PUGS NaS: 
18 RiGee 4 4 8 1 2 

Prot. 3 76 ih. (it lee 5 Niton 
19 ReGe. 2 10 6 10 a 

Prot. rz 63- 86 Tha 3 .095 Nico 
20 Re G. V4 12 3 0 0 

Prot; 160 Tz Z 1 0 218 Nes. 
21 Ria Gee 4 Ls 5 2 a 

Prot. 28 93 84 ZZ, 8 209 Neos 
22 Re G. 12 14 3 0 0 

Prot, 55 lo) a1 Z 6 80 N.S. 
25 Ree nt UZ 8 8 0 

Prot. ou 78 65 49 6 pee So). NisGe 
24 Reo ae Z 9 9 9 0 

Prot. 19 94 LS 41 8 e102 Nise 
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TABLE; = XX=CCONTINUED) 
Item  Sub- Responses * Dmax Sign, 
No. Group P PS DS R 


re R.G. 18 dina 





0 0 0 
Prot. YZ O03 dt 1 ak 076 NiS3 

26 Le 6 18 5 0 0 
Brot. SL gk 7 ue 6 8 079 N.S. 

Zu ie Crs 8 14 5 3 il 
Pret. 5.529 109 44 25 4 069 Noe 

28 Re. G. 3 8 ‘Iga 7 0 
Brot. aig 74 87 Se el «057 N.S. 

rae] Reis 6 le i Z Z 
PO. 1 2 LOS aye 28 6 043 Ne oe 

30 Rea Gre Z 14 7 3) 1 
Prot, 23 BUS vi 34 12 2029. Nao 


"Por explanation ofskespense Categories;see Table-VIh. 
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TABLE XXI 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS IN FOUR 
EXPERIENCE GROUPS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 
EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 
———————<<$K§g§TmIqOCC“CC“—aaaa=]>=—=—=—=—=—_—=—===[= o> ————— — — 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. : 





DL til « fe ae 6 Pal 9 0 Z A UO. Naess 
: 3 to 10 10 67 ahs 4 7 B 5099: 'Nus. 
lil to 20 10 47 10 6 6 C .U8o “Nis 

Over 20 4 34 aa 4 2 D LUSe) Nas 

E elt, NGS 

F «054 Nas 

12 LY Or 2 32 4 it 0 1 A Pd hls fos el ec 
5 to 10 67 29 al 0 Ps B yea 4: Paulie i > 

Li teed 58 16 s) 0 2 G ere a NG 

Over 20 34 17, 3 l 0 D OU Sae LNeiss 

E 059 N.S 

F ied Wil bo pempedalntphc 

13 Ist 2 23 14 l 0 0 A 060 N.S 
pgdoh woh 54 43 2 0 0 B Ua Ns 

11:te 20 42 33 2 2 0 C .078 N.S 

Over 20 29 22 Z . il D 030 N.S 

E Ose Nis 

F 022 N.S 

14 1 er 2 7 Bh 14 0 0 A Fat heen Me — 
3 to 10 15 §2 20 7 5 B 103 N.S, 

11 te 20 10 48 a 4 4 G Ups  NvS 

Over 20 5 33 12 3 2 D .057 N.S, 

EB PO) hs Remit if 

F .043 N.S, 

15 L Or @ 7 13 13 4 al A 093 N.S: 
3 ta 10 9 45 27 14 4 B lod WN GS 

1i te 20 7 34 i 15 6 G jane. Nas 

Over 20 it 32 15 6 al D 084 N.S, 

E cla oS 

F Sd fe 

16 1 er 2 chal 25 i 0 ab A 067 N.S 
3 te 10 22 69 4 2 2 B .027 N;S 

11 toe 20 25 49 al i 3 c 2038 N.S 

Over 20 18 35 il 1 0 D .094 N.S 

F .038 N.S 
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TABLE XXI (CONTINUED) 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax ign. 
No. Ro=-PS DSN NR : 


ep) 
0G 
re, 


par. ** 
i a Lv emeZ 14 LS 7 Z 0 A mio] GeNeS. 
SL tonlo a7 ) 26 ilies 5 B 036 SNES. 
Me tol2Z 0 a7 b2 is) he {0 C 059 FNS; 
Over 20 iL a2 10 5 1 D Wa] RNES* 
3 103. SNES: 
F 038. Noo 
18 box 2 3 19 10 6 0 A 200-. Nie. 
Si toe l0 0 34 cml 29 5 B Nao 1. 6 Oo 
Fieter20 5 16 by 27 6 C Soo e025 
Over 20 1 i 14 20 Z D LOS seNE Os 
E ia] MNSSs 
F O73— SNioio. 
iB) tax 2 2 » 18 as) 0 A 49 SNPS. 
Si teell 6 yy 56 28 2 B 208 NNGS. 
ietog 20 a 28 eZ 25 1 é i125 RNSS. 
Oven a2 0 y 14 18 19 a D O59 KNSS. 
iB O61 WNSS. 
F 083" N.S- 
20 L oe 2% 1s 16 0 0 0 A O78 .NNGS. 
5} tend 65 30 3 1 0 B 067 NNSS. 
dig toy2 0 ol hes) 3 0 0 C 150 NNSS: 
Over 20 a2 16 0 0 0 D OTL NNSS; 
E 053 WNSS:. 
F 064 N.S. 
oe ft or. Z 3 15 a7 6) 0 A 0835 “Nas. 
a4 teplg © Al 535 15 m6) B T47 SNS; 
higre220 13 36 25 4 5 G 103. -ANSS 
Over 20 8 20 ley. I 3 D $55 .NNSS.. 
in @55 NNGSS. 
F LiL Ne S&S. 
ne lL os 2 9 28 0 ch 0 A O85 NNSS. 
5;toeld 29 59 6 ik 4 B O87 NNSS. 
bieteZzZ0 7 a7 4 0 ul C 083 -RNSs. 
Over 20 14 68) 5 0 il D O#8 NNSS. 
E O38 NNSS, 
F 046 N.S. 
Z3 VOL 2 9 10 ed 8 0 A SU GOt, aN aes 
toe C 16 ol 29 Ze, 1 B ea Sm eR 
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TABLE XXI- (CONTINUED) 


Ttem Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. S POMS SN. BOSNMN Re 9 pan, = 
24 Ach oer 2 NBs 16 4 1 A Ld Vie NaS es 
Sea oO 6 or 34 2D Z B 1227 eNeSi 
Li. £0, 2.0 8 ah dig: 10 2 G TAT NGS 
Over 20 5 Zl 14 Aly, 3 D 136 NaS, 
is US 0. SNaS 
F UZ LON Ss 
25 ior 72 30 8 0 0 0 A 24 ENS 
3 to 10 56 42 1 0 0 B 346 .005 
Tie or 0 35 43 0 i 0 C SA eyo 5ublyas) 
Over 20 26 26 i! 0 2 D 2) ero. 
iB 09S ANaos 
F 47°, Ngo: 
26 Lox 72 4 26 7 0 1 A G59. SNaor. 
Seto 710 16 68 8 5 2 B O45 Not 
tS to; 20 dal 51 iS 2 2 C Cogs UN wo 
Over #20 6 34 ee 0 5 D 064 ‘N.S. 
EB i DP ANS! 
F U58 ANS: 
29 ore The dey fs 3 0 A eS 2 BINS. 
3, toe 10 26 47 15 8 3 B ee eco 
lite 20 18 1S) ss LS 2 C 144 N.S. 
Overt ez 0 8 aue iat 5 0 D 142 Nw 
i el] eS aSe 
F 124° Neo 
28 Tomer 2 13 13 10 0 A CERO NS 
3 (O10 8 Ry 36 18 > B UO] eNiSe 
il te 20 2 27 cyl 22 2 G Ue) 3 SNEsO, 
Over 20 2 iy) 20 7 J D 100 Nees: 
E 059) Nao. 
EF D7 Niro 
5) 1lvor 2% Lil 14 8 4 1 A O47 N.S. 
5, te 10 24 44 18 10 3 B 175%) N.S 
BRO 1A) AS 36 wey We i! G PS CANS 
Over. 20 6 22 ‘Le 7 3 D 7 8 TNs. 
E 1 8 €NeS% 
F Ld Nake 
30- ier Z 4 oS 6 5 0 A O'S N.S. 
Seitot 10 2 39 26 16 6 B 8 Nis 
Ito 20 il 39 16 14 S C 258 Noo. 
Over 20 3 23 18 7 4 D mb ame 
E OO SNe. 
ag 110 _N.S., 





*For explanation of Response Categories see Table.VII.., 
**For explanation of Comparison Category.see.Table XII. 
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TABLE! XXII 


COMPARISON’ OF RESPONSES GIVEN: BY TEACHERS AT: THREE. LEVELS 
OF TEACHER TRAINING TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT. EXPECTATION 


icPeMS 
Item. Sub- Responses * Com- Dmax Si@n . 
No. Group DS Po" PSN/ DSN’ “NR par. ** 
Lgl: ead: 10 76 18 Lee Le A 099 ASS 
2-7 yUS 5 12 60 18 3 6) B iH. Ngo 
AG. yrs. . 32 5 0 4 C AACN Se amie bans 
1n4 Loy ear 85 om 5 a Z A 054 Nios 
2st S, a ss 3 0 0 B 046 Neos 
Saw TS 5. 4 5 0 0 3 C 073 NEE ee 
13 l year 64 55 2 Deed A O78: N.S. 
BAO VTS Of Sip 4 1 0 B 024 Noo 
Owes. 2.5 ee Z 0 0 G 073 New 
14 tye ar: 14 vial 24 7 8 A 058 NS % 
Zaeey TS a 14 el ZS 4 /s B Sikehe Noo. 
a-6 ars’, 0. 27 8 2 1 (ie Dey vce. 
VS Powyear 10 61 26 20 Z A 052 Noo: 
Cae y Sa. 40 30 Le 3 B 073 NS o's 
4-6 yrs 2 ay 16 6 2 & 062 Nope 
16 1 year 34 79 5 Z 4 A 047 N.S. 
tet Sugg ec AS) 66 il 7 /4 B O47 4) Nao 
4-6 yrs. 15 ot id 1 0 C 042 Ni 3% 
co i year 45 4] ae 35) 2 A 082 N.S: 
LAS V ISS Zul 38 Paes 6 a B Ogg ie 
4-6 yrs. 13 (we) 8 5 0 C [Oe Noo 
18 year Z 24 45 45 8 A 238 Nua 
2-3 yrs 3 40 Ai] 24 2 B 186 N.5% 
4-6 yrs Z 17 9 ley S C 146 New 4 
19 1 Vea x Y 55 43 44 Z A Ae eee) Nisas a 
LBS Ver Sis AD ono Sud. 26 0 B 114 Negeoee 
4-6 yrs a 18 ir} 14 id C 083 N.S* 
20 1-year 92 28 } 0 0 A 179 Nope 
2-3 yrs. 54 40 1 1 0 B i SS ems Oe 
4-6 yrs. 29 18 i! 0 0 C 042 N..2 
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TABLE~ - XX£I° (CONTINUED) 





Item Sub - Responses * Com- Dmax Sens 
No. Group IES MESS MERSIN oP elrline aay 


HAM 1 year In) 44 46 is 4 A 128 NS. 
Zouyers:. Le 42 29 8 i B 5 hes Nirore 
4-6 yrs 3 26 LL 4 4 G 104 Noe 
1) 1-year oY 82 11 th 5 A 069 Neo 
2-o8y rs. 20 65 2 1 2 B LehG INF Oi 
4-6 yrs. 16 ree 2 0 it G 063°) NES. 
25 1 year 18 54 ZS 25 4 A 174 NETO 
aoe ytSs, +L4 25 5 24 0 B 226 .O1 
4-6 yrs © ie Es) 14 2 iG 083 No 
24 vied i 9 48 36 a7, 4 A 074 News 
255 VTS 6 Salk 38 18 ) B 165 Nir Oic 
4-6 yrs 6 24 dik 6 iL C 240 05 
25 year 58 62 1 ih Z A 147 Neo. 
ey Ss, 00 36 1 0 0 B 136 Nilo 
A> 6a y rs. 29 ine) 0 0 0 ie 010 Near 
26 ieyceat ile 81 16 6 6 A OS'S Nik 
Zo 5nyrs. La 64 14 2 2 B 097 N2 Ss 
4-6 yrs 8 fi 9 0 0 ec 042 N2O 3 
oy ivcat 30 42 Zl 22 3 A eared O01 
Zoey Si. Lt 60 14 4 i B LOO Nios 
4-6. yrs. -16 Pog 6 4 1 C a eet) NOs 
28 Tye t S 42 45 PAM 5 A 2029 N.S. 
Z=3 yrs 5) ae 40 17 5 B » 1358 Noo. 
4-6 yrs 5 i? LZ 18 a C mello) 7) Nae 
Zo Ieyear 715, a2 33 LS 4 A 078 Ne Ss 
Med Ste ies See RES 40 16 14 3 B me) Nive 
4-6 yrs. if ay 10 5 1 C ee Nato 
30 lev.car i, 47 oe) 26 9 A Bec ss) NaS 
FL Bie Ae eS 45 Ze IES 3 B pono 005 
4-6 yrs 6 30 8 3 1 & ; NTA 


* For explanatien of: Response: Categories see Table VI11. 
**For explanation of. Comparison Category see Table XIII. 
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TABLE XXITI 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS WITH TEACHER 


TRAINING BEFORE 1960 AND TEACHERS WITH TRAINING AFTER 
1960 TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item: Sub- Responses * Dmax Sign. 
No. Group DS BS PSN” DSN NR 


ie! Before Vy. 64 22 Pris 20 

After 14 96 i Z 7 . 170 AOS 
ha Before 85 29 3 0 2 

After 94 34 5 0 3 ¥023 N.S 
13 Before 61 51 4 2 i 

After 74 58 3 st 0 <U32 Niece 
14 Before 1A 59 hg 9 T 

After 18 81 30 4 3 .083 Nios 
15 Before 10 53 27 24 5 

After inl 64 43 14 4 ae Gala Nes 
16 Before 36 H gsil 4 4 4 

After 36 95 5 0 2 064 Noss 
Ly Before 40 39 Zo 16 q 

After 38 58 26 AB 3 057 os cats 
18 Before i! 24 40 48 6 

After 5 53 36 36 6 e216 005 
19 Before 3 28 42 43 3 

After Fl 36 Sal 4l i 078 N.S, 
20 Before 90 26 3 0 0 

After 76 56 5 i 0 easly! Ol 
api Before 16 43 44 13 3 

After dy 59 42 LS 5 .063 N.S: 
22 Before 28 fags 9 i 4 

After 39 88 6 1 Z 0.54 Ni Sic 
23 Before 16 50 Zi ZS 3 

After 18 35 43 38 2 . 165 05 
24 Before 12 47 52 24 4 


After, ry Si 47 27 4 069 N.s.. 
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TABLE’ “XXITI (CONTINUED) 





Items, Sub - “ogee Dmax Sen. 
No. Group Pp RON; DSN ONE 


25 Before 59 56 1 1 2 

AfteY 80 Spe) al 0 0 -092 Ns: 
26 Before 15 Var 20 4 a 

After te 93 19 4 3 -036 Nieow 
20 Before 28 42 26 19 4 

A€ter 32 72 Zl ah 0 ples) ~05 
28 Before 1, 35 45 28 4 

After 5 44 50 315 4 BO aia Ne Se 
29 Before 19 48 34 14 4 

After 30 60 24 20 2 .099 N.S. 
30 Before 8 43 oT 23 8 

After ly 68 2a 20 4 - 196 £01 


* For expianatien- of; Response. Categories see Table VII. 
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TABLE XXIV 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT THREE 
GRADE LEVELS TO SCHOOL MANAGEMENT EXPECTATIONS 
ITEMS 


204 


Sign. 


Item Sub - Responses * : Com- Dmax. ; 
No. Group DSi hoe Pons TUSNeUNRe par, ** 


Grades 
seh omeeos. ' WUT SER. ~2.0 Be 66 A pels 
1: Sb 16 7 48 5 4p 35 B Se 
[htop so. ade Ge 15 an a4 C 067 
12 ies eee ioe *” 22 5 Ok * 10 A .049 
tty, fo BS 1A 1 oo B .087 
i, 8, 0" 6D: 20 2 iy 3 C lay 
13 ys esp Po. 8. eS 2 mw 1 A .097 
Wii, «635+ 30 3 a, 0 B 088 
Thee, BO 2a > Aid 2 ae C OB 
14 dee), 25 OB SNL. 24 i aw, A 038 
Ae oy, 6G AL OP, 12 es: B 042 
Te, SD SO. 55) 20 6 C 055 
15 1 Bee; Saas” 26 LS 4 A .048 
A 85,, ©6 fo er. Sr Cie 23 B .040 
4, #8, 29 pera Ec ieee eames 0) Sale g .064 
16 Weeseeo. WAS. 64 2 mm 3 A 038 
#95; 86 19 46 3 oO 7 B 045 
A088; 99: (229° GI 2 wy C 030 
17 ieies | 30° -2e BG. By 0 A 087 
e586 22 35 i Hyd B p54 
f.86- 99 24. 38-2 9 2 G » Lars 
18 cy as Lo BO 9 23S, Re A Ral 
Oe Ee 2 2S . UG Toa B a2 
7, a8, 89 4 Be 26. $2 C .059 
19 eae 6). 230 SR Beet A .048 
4,85), MG Le 20h 26> | BOS B .035 
yo, MO 4-38 3B 3h (1 e 0a 
20 Liergtsen oF hes 2 Oaer0 A .094 
A SSS bon OG COU 2 Ore, B 234 
Tyee pee ale. 42 2 i ee 6 .140 
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TAB ILE? EXtV  CGONT TINUED) 


Item Sub- Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. Group Doe > PON DONS INR’ par. ** 





rast eee So 1S OE 5 eee Sr) A 150. Nese 
A 5. 6 Se Se od A. 2 B AZT. 
ae, 9 Om dou eo 7 Gaeees C ,050 NxSt 
22 iepees sg 235.65 9 era A 5035.0 N2Sh 
56 7). 4G 3 ip 2 B [097 N.S. 
pee 6 3080-58 3 iy Vs G 069s Nase 
23 ees 11 375 22 26 =O A Wig SN. Se 
eee tome to) 21. 158 16, B MNS 
a eee Bt 2809535 919-95 C 157 en. Se 
24 Tae Aes Ce oie a ee BG, A 0o2m oN. ce 
aa: Be 2k © asset. 5 B .057- N.S. 
je Cae ets) S25. ee ee C 07 aN Sy. 
25 LS ad 8 weeds i ie ah A O51 Nok 
aee ro S88 1 etree B O79: Nys: 
Fe Oe 5S au 4.0 0 ie C .029 N:S. 
26 i en ee Rae an yl A ,059 N.S. 
4, 5, 6 6 50 10 pede B 031) N.S. 
Reeteeen ) iio ie G4 eee a2 C .050 N.S. 
29 ee? ese. <1 50-455 = Sie 8. «2 A ,063 N.S. 
fh MS (pag airy ame 3. Jal B ena iy 
Pecado 26° § 53.00 bs ee C 23.7 we c026 
28 arcane Ado? Sass men? eee) A .062 NiSs 
4, 5, 6 (get yey eer B ,043, Nuss 
Tey 9 8 04 eas ee ears C .070 NoSs 
29 Vacs 12 p42 aoe On A <t369 Nie) 
Ai) Eile Ge ar Bek pi a7/S eae 6 3 B INS. INGSe 
Tie too a ONO re eee a es C ii ele INGSY 
30 een ees Ou OW 30e 20 Ee 2 A 065 NiSs 
Ape Gee RAC Pee Sg B bo ow &, 02S 
Tate oiea Os Ween aks ans e eke C Ser Ns Ge 





* For explanation of- Response Categories see Table VII... 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see Table XV. 
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TABLE XXV 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES: GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, SUPERINTENDENTS, 
AND TEACHERS JO STAFF, RELATIONSHIPS EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Position Responses ss Com- Dmax: Sign. 
No... Group DS BS PSN “DSNWNR par. ** 





Si Prin. 6 Zo 6 1 0 P-S 256 GING Se 
Supe. 3 8 6 2 1 P-T 1219 Nese 
Teachers SO) 158 24 aS il S-T S06: Nase 

32 Pra. 14 19 1 0 Z P-S 289--N.S. 
Supt. 2 ey. 0 an 0 P-T O79" NUS. 
Teachers P5025 ce 3 9 S=T 368 .025 

54 Prin. 25 10 0 0 i P-S 44> N.S. 
Supt. 13 6 if 0 0 Pe 248 .05 
Teachers ee ae LA 9 1 5 S-T 20:4. NGS. 

34 Prin. 14 15 5 i ul P-S 106. N.S. 
Supt. 6 8 5 0 il P-T 135 Nase 
Teachers Owed Ll 57 28 6 S-T Uo, Nase 

35 Prans 0 14 10 12 0 P-S 139. N-S; 
Supt. 0 5 ial 3 il P-T O76> NoSe 
Teachers 9 J/8e 202 84 5 S-T P20 NaS 

36 Prin. 19 16 ui 0 0 P-S WZ 8) Nase 
Supe: 8 TE 1 0 0 P-T 143.9 NeSe 
Teachers 107 148 18 4 i S-T O34> “NaS. 

ASF, Prin, 0 B IS 37, 1 P-S {coe Ne Se 
Supt. 0 5 10 7 0 P-T LACay Nor 
Teachers 5 5 LO Sees 6 S-T 060: N.S. 

38 Prin. 2 15 12 6 1 P-S LAA eS) 
Sup ts 0 12 7 0 1 P-T 540 On) a2 
Teachers 4 5 7a el 0 Se eS 9 S-— POCL SOU 

39 Prin. iL 14 12 5 6 P-S 1d 7 AaNes:s 
Supe 0 10 7. Zz it P-T LoGe “NES, 
Teachers 54" 128 74 16 26 S-T Poe ae IN: 

40 Pins il ZS 7 4 i P-S fobL  RNeS . 
Supt. 1 5 10 3 i P-T 17 ay NSS 
Teachers 55 102 WES 58 8 S=. 195. SNe Se 

Al Prin« 2 15 13 5 i P-S L222 Neos 
Supt. ii 7 8 1 5) P-T 066 N.S. 

8 5 S-T U5 9S Nis 


Teachers Do 90 i104 5 





* For explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see.Table VII. 
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COMPARISON OF THE RESPONSES GIVEN BY MALE AND FEMALE 
TEACHERS TO STAFF RELATIONSHIPS EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item 
No. 


i | 


32 


33 


34 


CN 
wn 


59 


40 


Al 


Sub - 
Group 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
Female 


Male 
remale 


Responses 
DS PS PSN DSN NR 


10 
66 


17, 
106 


24 
St 


7 
67 


x 
7 


A 
84 


103 


FOS 


BOUZ 


Dmax 


«134 


ANS 


JV61 


alge 


097 


, 059 


le ley 


a0 59 


05:7 


-041 


Uae 


Sign. 
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TABUE © XXVIII 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY MARRIED AND SINGLE 
TEACHERS WIOSSTAFFSRELATIONSHIPS, EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub-Group Responses Dmax Sign. 


No. DS P DSN NR 
31 Sone. e 10 ol if ik 0 

Married Osler 15 16 2 1) 093 Nee 
CW Single 23 24 ui 0 1 

Married 92 94 8 5 8 2052 Nao 
aS Single 26 yay) 0 0 i 

Married 84 109 9 i Z bea ak Nios 
34 single leit 20 a 5 2 

Married 58 Veh AS Zi 4 PO a8 Noe 
35 singie 0 16 ask sgl ah 

Married 8 58 72 63 4 ~ O82 Nation 
36 Single 20 7Rgl 2 0 0 

Married ys ie aOR 14 3 ul -047 Not 

Single 2 10 at 16 0 

Married Z oy, Wi) 85 4 eL08 Noo. 
$8 Single 0 4 i 20 3 

Married 4 43 ae Be 4 0:74 N.S 
39 Single 4 Zo 8 1 7 

Married hal 91 58 13> 16 .098 NeGss 
40 Single 6 4 19 8 Z 

Married 25 80 51 46 3 ~ 204 Niwot 
Ai Single 6 ig 18 8 0 

Married 15 66 76 45 3 074 Neves 
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TABLE: » XXVITI 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS IN THREE AGE 
GROUPS TO STAFF RELATIONSHIPS EXPECTATIONS: ITEMS 


Leen Sub-Group Responses* Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. Posees S NR parue* 





31 Under 30 CORE TIS 9 ee A AO ASaiaNS Se 
31 to 50 26 4654 7 Cee 0 B 087 © Nees 
Over 50 21am 53 7 oun 1 fe  OA4m0 Nase 
32 Under 30 40 42 4 a A 047 Nis. 
31. to 50 37." 45 4 ce a B 085. Nec. 
Over 50 Aye 36 2 mes c Jee Nee 
33 Under 30 Aja 42 1 Que 2 A 060. N:S, 
31°t0'50- - 40 47 4 Cam B OTe NS) 
Over 50 57-- 16 4 iar C 0145 NiS2 
z4 Under 30 Ze" 311m (2288 138" 3 A sige 205 
5) te 50 Spaleue wich) Nels ee a B SO Gom oN eee 
Over 50 22-4): 36n" 19 Spies C piso. N OSs 
35 Under 30 eee S0en Seee ) A SLOd Nese 
31-to 50 Gao 27am 27 Se 1 B SiGe Noes 
Over 50 2ee oer 35ar 79" 3 C 120" Nese 
6 Under 30 AOS AS 2 Os" 0 A Be Ene. 
31 to 50 34 50 6 ive) 4 B MS Ie ON aoe 
Over 50 50 Ae ia 0 C ,038> Nés. 
37 Under 30 2 Ae 508 Ie A OST NESS 
31 to 50 PAN eo Pa Ae ee B AE Noes 
Over 50 1.3 2388 36am 06.8) C locus Nees 
38 Under 30 Ot Ou, 34 ome A 051 Ni Se) 
31 to 50 te 1908 Foo eee B Oc4e Nose 
Over 50 35) 1789 0340 ome C oo Ns: 
ay Under 30 oa Ae S38 ally A oT Us 
32 to 50 of 9. 5108.75 lee: B 044" N.S. 
Over 50 insane Greenwb C sL69eeN:.S 
’ Under 30 Te St) 20 A 19S 205 
si to 50 Oe 20) 2 2 5 B .2 3424 0S 
Over 50 oy ee a eee C .037, N.S 
41 Under 30 On hee) 350 eS Papel A 047 Nee 
31 to 50 Reese. Fel 0. FT B -029'9 Nas; 
Over 50 ee eC esol Caw 1 C S027a N.S 





a — . 


* Bor explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
**Por explanation of Comparison.Category.see Table X. 
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TABLE XXIX 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY ROMAN CATHOLIC AND 
PROTESTANT TEACHERS TO STAFF RELATIONSHIPS 
EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


—eeaaaEaoaoaoaoaoaoaIyEEaIyIyIIEIyEyIyIy———L—————————e——eeeeeeeeeeeee eee aS 


Item Sub-Group Responses Dmax Sign. 
No. 


1, IR cad oep 8 1S) 4 2 0 

Prot 6:35. 139 20 ihe 1 .066 Nigon 
32 RoGce, 9 18 th 0 al 

Prot jE same Ol 10 3 8 162 NiGiSe. 
33 «eed es 15 1 0 1 1 

Prot L053... Jezel 9 0 2 .079 Nex? te 
34 ae ee 8 10 5 6 0 

Prot. 66 92 rik 20 6 .096 Nie Oss 
35 Re Ch 0 cial 10 8 0 

Prot "4 64 88 71 5 ele NOs 
36 Ba, Gore el 15 3 0 0 

Prot B82 JnedA 15 3 ‘i 025 Niare 
37 R.C 0 8 10 el. 0 

Prot 5 43 91 91 5 noes News 
38 RR palais 1 4 15 9 0 

Prot 3 SZ 83 89 8 ~ 102 Niciice 
39 Race 5 ey abal 0 Z 

Prot. 26. 114 58 LiGche task .088 Ni8+ 
AQ Rete 4 9 9 a af) 

Prot. 29 85 65 50 6 ,O37 Nu Se 

i R 3 y ied. 8 


a oe : 0 
PYeE, 18 80 87 47 a O72 Noy. 
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TABLE XXX 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS IN FOUR 
EXPERIENCE GROUPS TO STAFF RELATIONSHIPS 
EXPEGUALTONS. CLEMs 


i ——————————————————————————————————— TET 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. DS BS, /PSN EDSNPONR® = par.t* 





31 leer 2 12 2 4 it 0 A sOTS MNeSy 
3°to 10 30 57 9 3 0 B LS NaS 

Leto 220 16 Bul 8 4 0 6, <iGL Nese 

Over 20 els 28 3 6 i D 0 Orne Sr 

E O97 NaS: 

F oLOe- Nes, 

32 bver 2 20 I 1 0 0 A es «=NSS 
5 tort 35 53 5 il 5 B 963 N;S. 

11 to 20 40 ey? ae 2 y € 046° NaS. 

Over 20 29 27. S 0 1 D Sis) ONES 

E sere NS, 

F 2045 Nes? 

33 lever 2 24 14 0 0 0 A «20? NeS. 
5°to..10 42 Bk Z ii 3 B sao? Nese 
Vivee720 ow 45 3 0 0 C 2h9S NyS. 

Over. 20 24 Za 4 0 0 D 2040" Nas. 

E «040° NaS. 

F ~O44 NUS: 

34 vex. 2 6 14 10 6 2 A wh8e, NoSe 
Ss tor 10 34 35 2k i Z B elon. NaS. 

if re 20 18 36 16 7 Z C Lb’. NaS 

Over 20 ey. ZL 10 6 0 D Ls Nees 

E 2034: Nest 

F UG MeySve 

55 Leer 2 0 12 hia) 9 0 A oO7G NeSre 
3 to 10 4 30 34 29 2 B O51 NaSs 

11 £6520 4 Tagg oy, 15 1 G aga «025 

Over 20 0 1% is ee A) 2 D yhide-NeSs 

E e501 2025 

F asoi. 2001 

36 ber Zz 18 fae Zz j 0 A 20292 NS. 
5 to 10 44 56 3 ul a B rldS Neo. 
Later 26 47 6 0 0 C 165, Neos 

Over 20 Log 30 Ox il 0 D PS Biss 

E 15 SNe ols 

F ~070- N.S. 
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TABLE XXX (CONTINUED) 


Item Sub-Group Responses* Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. DSBS PSN DSN par. ** | 


5 fuerG2 i 8 9 20 0 A DOS, NISz 
3 to 10 2 14 Ey 43 3 B a2 One Ngee 
--toe~20 ] 19 36 22 1 G 7 163+—N+-S 
Over 20 ? 10 24 19 il D G4" NZS 

E 208 NSS; 
F eOV2> Nese 

38 L Or 82 0 6 13 18 it A .a6 NSS: 
4° to’ 10 1 Z4 36 35 5 B shoo NG 
Met et2 0 1 15 36 26 ip G SOs” WINS 
Over 20 2 1 16 ZS 3 D O50 - NZS; 

E 089 NS. 
F on oN <S; 

39 Aer. 8 Ze 6 0 2 A s2o4 205 
5 £6910 7 46 30 Cea B 286 3025 
L}SterZo 10 30 24 9 6 C waeo”, NSS 5 
Over 20 6 30 1Z 3 4 D ~056°. N2S; 

E SO Nea 
F 243 Ness 

40 LP Ory 2 10 16 6 6 1 A .a62 NiSs- 
3.to 10 10 A 26 19 i B 291) 2.025 
LivterZ0 5 24 van ZA Z ce 85~ Neos 
Over 20 8 18 16 La) 2 D 68> Ne 

E ,063° N.G. 
F gr OO ies 

AY Lory 2 4 15 et 7 1 A 156 N.S, 
5 ‘toe? 10 8 28 40 22 1 B “O89 Nast 
11 to 20 7 34 29 9 0 G o2.4.5h oN a 
Over 20 2 12 Zz 18 it D WSS N.S. 

E (HAS - Bi aew 4 
F Lod: ROWS 


* For explanation of Response Categories see:-Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see-Table XII. 
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TABLE XXXI 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT THREE LEVELS 
OF TEACHER TRAINING TO STAFF. RELATIONSHIPS EXPECTATIONS 











ITEMS 
Item Sub - Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. DS PS PSN DSN NR we Dake 
od 1. year 39 69 10 6 0 A -044 N.S. 
asany.rs 26 Oe 8 5 0 B 70 Ge NSS. 
4-6 yrs 10 28 6 3 1 G U7 GNaeos 
a2 1 year 63 ca! ys 2 5 A 060 oNoS 
2-3 yrs 43 44 6 0 5 B 154 Neo, 
4-6 yrs 1% ra | 4 0 1 G 094- SNeo. 
33 Payeat 47 70 6 1 0 A Tod AaNSSe 
2-3 V.0S. 51 43 1 0 1 B 100) SNSSs 
4-6 yrs. 28 22 2 0 i C 052 Nes. 
34 lL year 35 44 28 16 i! A 064 N.S, 
245 VS oa 43 19 8 5 B Hee) SNS 
4-6 yrs f7 ute) 9 5 0 c o> Sao 
35 1 vear 6 32 38 46 2 A O75 Ness: 
Zo VTS 1 zd 38 28 Z B 179” NGS4 
4-6 yrs 1 16 21 9 1 ie 104 N.S. 
36 L-year ~—50 64 Z a af A O18 §N2o. 
2-3 VCS 5 oy 22 3 1 0 B 2049" WNeS <0. 
4-6 yrs. Ly 2% + 0 0 G OSL sNes: 
37 l year il 20 46 49 3 A O22 9Nios 
42S yrs d Ly S7 40 1 B 086 “Nis, 
4-6 yrs 3 8 od 15 1 & 094 Nas. 
58 Levear 3 29 43. ~5Q 5 A 070. Ness 
2 -ouy ES 0 15 40 38 “f B US/, ONSe. 
4-6 yrs 1 14 16 LS 2 GS io6 SNgSa7 
39 J year 16 = ee) LS 9 A 12:0. UNG 
Pe S=yes 10 54 DS 2 7 B OS 5.5); 
4-6 yrs 6 20 1S ih 8 C P25 SNgo- 
AQ 1 year 14 45 30 2 3 A 084 N.S. 
2 DV ES 16 33 28 16 3 B 136; °NGS% 
4-6 yrs 4 ZA 16 rl 0 C 083. Neos 
Al L year 9 35 5.0 28 2 A 062 Wee. 
"ied Oa i 2 Bs) oy 18 1. B 166 NGS. 
4-6 yrs 7 18 14 9 0 G DO ARN a.’ 





* For explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see Table XIII. 
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TABLE WXXXIT 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS WITH TEACHER 


TRAINING BEFORE 1960 AND TEACHERS WITH TRAINING AFTER 
1960 TO STAFF. RELATIONSHIPS EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub - Group Responses Dmax Sign. 
No. DS P 





44 Before 34 68 10 7 0 

After 36 81 Hake 5 il Oe No 
32 Before 65 45 5 5 3 

After 55 70 7 0 4 paz Naog 
55% Before 47 62 8 i di 

After 66 67 1 0 ia .090 N.S. 
34 Before 36 43 ree 13 Z 

KETET: 52 58 30 14 2 067 Nes 
55 Before 6 ml 34 46 2 

After 0 39 62 33 2 » 146 Neon 
26 Before 50 57 10 1 i 

After 48 80 7 uf 0 FOO? INS es 
37 Before 1 Ze 50 42 4 

After 3 PAS BS 56 ad Oro NaS: 
38 Before 1 28 42 45 5 

After 1 25 53 54 5 007 NaS: 
39 Before 16 47 40 10 6 

After v3 2 SL a= 76 .096 Neos 
40 Before 10 46 shi! 30 Z 

After 20 51 38 24 3 .070 Nes. 
4} Before 9 38 47 23 Z 


After it Ad 22 28 i 009 Neo 4's 
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TABLE XXXIII 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT. THREE 
GRADE> LEVELS.TO STAFF RELATIONS: EXPECTATIONS: ITEMS — 


Item Sub-Group Responses* Com- Dmax ign. 
No. : Dome ombONM@eDON a Nhe par.” * 


Grades 
al ee eRe Soh 55 54 5 4 0 A eh 5 
CNN accra) 13 47 6 5) 0 B lay. 
eae o Vea 48 12 7 1 C 096 
32 Lee Sah 38 Z 3 Z A .082 
Ao, -6 sal 35 2 0 1 B “ae ee 
woe oO 38 46 5 0 6 G SUF Z 
S.o7 1 ee: 38 54 2 0 7 A 068 
A eS 0) 52 <o 3 1 i B -099 
U8. 9 47 45 3 0 0 ( OAL 
34 pr ei age: 32 55 16 sual 2 A 2023 
A eeus -O e4, Za 18 5 3 B si54 
(ee ase Miee) Tey. 43 26 8 i G . 169 
35 ded ee as 5 30 ‘iy 29 0 A .089 
4 ti) gee O i 18 pea) Pal Z B 091 
ec eae!) 2 24 38 29 2 @ -008 
26 eee 38 ay 7 0 0 A ALO oy) 
ae ar ES 40 5 il 0 B 032 
me ek 36 50 6 2 il G -046 
37 Pee Sa 0 18 42 36 0 A aloe 
4,9, 6 Z 18 25 SA 3 B .099 
Loe Lo 2 es So 43 Z G eA os 
58 jE ae at ora 34 40 0 A -058 
qo see uf hi 29 24 4 B Use 
Le oe me 2 Ze], 34 35 5 C 068 
49 dee Per TZ 42 28 9 5 A 6135 
Pas 8 40 14 3 4 B »085 
Ee poten tS, 1 2 Al OS Vie Ce Ge i TLS 
J et ees 1 34 23 26 i: A 078 
ie ae 7 29 19 LZ 2 B ~O08l 
i aed Mage) 14 oak Sl Vi 2 C 048 
a ih geateergeee 10 33 34 19 0 A ,057 
4; 5, 6 4 2S LS 15 z B EGR 
Loe to 4 29 40 Zi at C 044 


’ For explanation of Response. Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see Table XV, 
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STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA FOR COMPARISON OF 
RESPONSES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, SUPERINTENDENTS 
AND TEACHERS TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 


EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 
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TABLE XXXIV 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS, 
SUPERINTENDENTS, AND TEACHERS, TO COMMUNITY 


AND PROFESSIONAL EXPECTATION, ITEMS 


Item Position Responses * 
No. Group DS PS PSN DSN NR 
42 Prin. 0 13 ue 10 2 
Supt. 0 12 iS 3 0 
Teacher 8 86, 102 74 9 
43 Prin, 2 7 Ze 4 il 
SUDT. 0 4 8 5 3 
Teacher 2 Ais Loo The Lah 
44 Prins 12 23 0 i 0 
Supt. Lf 9 0 0 0 
Teacher Zert 198 38 a 
AS Prin, 18 ae 0 0 aN 
Supt. 14 6 0 0 0 
Teacher 70 178 ity a 6 
46 Prin. 15 a1 0 0 0 
Supt. 15 5. 0 0 0 
Teacher 80 188 8 0 2 
47 Prin. 27 9 0 0 0 
Supt. Ly 5 0 0 0 
Teacher 196 80 0 dl ip 
48 Prin. 5 Le 11 i 2 
Supt, il 9 6 0 4 
Teacher Ove Fido 87 La 2 
A 9 Prin. 3 28 4 0 il 
Supt. i 18 il 0 0 
Teacher 8 156 55 li~ 48 
50 Prin, 19 16 0 0 il 
Supt, 14 5 0 0 1 
Teacher 81 160 ZA eal 
e7 Prin, 52 A 0 0 0 
Supt, 18 Z 0 0 0 
Teacher 2 30 47 0 ay 0 
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Item 
No. 


52 


aoe 


54 


Position 
Group 


PRin. 
Supt. 
Teacher 


Prin. 
Supt. 
Teacher 


Prin. 
Supt. 
Teacher 


* For explanation of 
**For explanation of 


TABLES eek 2 CCONTINUED) 


Responses * Com- Dmax 
DS Bowe POND SDSNMeNR. “par, ** 


Lis 8 7 0 pes 2200 
8 5 0 2 Pes], BOWS 
ELSe LOL LO yn Sed LOIS 
8 16 6 ih Po 5p FONE 

1 8 7 Z Prk 20199 
100 96 Ke ail Shalt hi 210 
ag Z 2 1 eae ~ 250 
lls 3 1 ih Pe} .174 
le 46 SE ANS eat .184 


Response Categorrves see Table VII: 
Companies onmOategory see, lable Vil. 
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STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA FOR COMPARISON 
OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHER: SUB-GROUPS 
TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL- 


EXPECTATIONS © LTEMS 
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TABLE XXXV 


COMPARISON OF THE RESPONSES GIVEN. BY MALE AND 
FEMALE TEACHERS TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 
EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 





Item. Sub-Group Responses Dmax Sign. 
No, DR PS PSN DSN NR 
42 Male al 15 ao 15 3 

Female 7 69 T# 54 6 ,076 Neo 
43 Male 0 3 $5 13 6 

Female Z 23. 117 60% Li .065 Nees 
44 Male 7 39 7 t 3 

Female Le 54 iil 4 9 02 Nes 
AS Male 19 36 ji 0 nf 

Female 49 157 LS if 5 ~ 103 Neo 
46 Male 14 38 5 0 0 

Female 63. 4147 3 0 0 .074 NS 
4&7 Male 36 20 0 0 i 

Female 156 56 0 i 0 10% NaS 
1g Male 2 Z5 Zh 3 6 

Female L6 > 105 66 10. AD .094 N.S 
AQ Male 2 36 6 a 14] 

Female 62 418 46 i $6 085 Neo 
50 Male i 4 we 5 0 5 

Female 67. iaZzi 45 4 6 .069 N.S 
cpl Male AS LZ 0 0 0 

Female 180 52 0 ll 0 056 Ne Se 

Maie 6 24 20 1 3 

female 20 90 79 15 9 .063 Neon 
one Male 7 19 Zz 5 4 

Female 19 79 ve ef. Ay -049 Nae 
an Maie 9 Z5 da 6 6 

Female 68 84 OM 18. 10 eal Ol NS 
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TABLE XXXVI 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY SINGLE AND MARRIED 


TEACHERS TO. COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 
EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


280 





Item Sub-Group _ Responses 
No. DS PSs 7PSNyY DSNY NR 


42 Singde ul 16 19 12 1 
Married 7 62 12 56 7 


43 Single 0 5 28 Vil 3 
Married il 218 115 Soe 14 
44 Single S 36 4 0 4 
Married oe 146 30 5 8 
AS Single 12 3 3 0 if 
Married 550 126 13 if 4 
46 Single Ts 51 3 0 0 
Married S8e 142 5 0 0 
A] Single 36 13 0 0 0 
Married 142 61 0 1 1 
43 Single - 24 TES 1 5 
Married 14 99 64 L2G 
49 Single J 28 8 2a 10 
Married 75 116 40 Se 34 
EQ Single eal 27 6 0 5 
Married 685 116 IZ 4 6 
ak Single 40 S 0 0 0 
Married Prat 55 0 iL 0 
5? Single 2 ag 20 1 8) 
Married 23 84 75 15 8 
93 Singie 3 26 LZ 3 5 
Married 2g 64 ve 291 16 
cA Single 9 az 4 3 


Fra 
Married 64 79 30 200) 12 
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TABLE XXXVII 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS IN THREE AGE 
GROUPS TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL EXPECTATIONS 
ITEMS 


Item . Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Len 
No. DS PSoPsve Don NR par, ** 


42 Under 30 4 a3 55 dey, 2 A 7102 
au Co 650 Z 34 Ca 26 3 B 200 
Over 50 2 i ie¥/ 40 26 5 (& 175 
43 Under 30 0 9 55 ay, 8 A 45 
SL to 50 di iia 50 es 5 B 094 
Over 50 die 6 48 29 4 é O51 
44 Under 30 5 70 0 0 4 A 049 
Sb tee 250 vi 66 152 5 4 B .093 
Over 50 10 56 16 2 4 6 043 
AS Under 30 26 55 4 1} 2 AN 025 
31> to 50 28 58 % uy 2 B 133 
Over 50 14 60 9 3 2 C 145 
46 Under 30 28 5 6 0 0 A OS), 
Sto 50 26 65 il 0 0 B 056 
Over 50 23 64 1 0 0 G O21 
47 Under 30 64 25 0 0 0 A 034 
31 to 50 63 Ta 0 1 a B 020 
Over 50 65 Z3 0 0 0 G 054 
48 Under 30 9 47 25 if 7 A sas 
31° -to: 5.0 5 42 28 Gas B ol es 
Over 50 4 Ae 53 6 4 é 074 
49 Under 30 iL BZ Zell pl ae: A 081 
5) te 50 4 5S 10 6. 27 B 036 
Over 50 3 47 20 3: 15 G O73 
50 Under 30 ig Boo 7 2 5 A e266 
5 to. 50 58 AT 2 1 4 B 045 
Over 50 20 54 uk uf 2 C 186 
SL Under 30 76 13 0 0 0 A 005 
S$): to 50 79 Vs 0 0 0 B 070 
Over 50 69 18 0 1 0 C 075 
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TABLE XXXVII (CONTINUED) 


Item Sub-Group Responses* Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. DS Lome oh MON M@NRe “par. > . 





52 Under 30 ve 43 26 4 5 A 096 N.S. 
Ste. 50 ia 36 ae) 8 2 B LZ oo) Nios 
Overs5-0 5 37 38 35 5 CG 063- N3Ss 

32 Under 30 aS 41 (el 4 4 A LBS) Neo. 
51 to, 00 £0 Zo 38 8 7 B ZoG0 02 
Over 50 + 27 28 195 10 C 1167 ING os 

54 Under 30 Pan 7 18 8 2 A IZa) Nee. 
aleto, 50 3 35 8 10 8 B 044 N.S. 
Over 50 Rs 39 18 6 3 C 109°, (Neos 


* For explanation of Response Categories see Table VII. 
e“ror expfanation .of*Comparison®Categorytsee. Table X% 
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TABLE XXXVIII 
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY: ROMAN CATHOLIC AND 


PROTESTANT: TEACHERS TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 
EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub-Group Responses Dmax Sion: 
No. PS S DSN NR 


42 R.€, 7? lon at Bo uae 

Prot DOR ode aoe oS m3. aN oe 
43. Race 0 5 19 biel 

Prot. eS De eee OG) 116 108 eo. 
44 pager esl 3 Tpera 

Prot. To" 1668.32 4 11 es.) Neer 
45 eats iene A 0 Gf: © 

Prot. 56. 151 16 6 6 Zit Oe Nace 
46 Recs tie 1% 1 Cee) 

Prot 65 163 7 0 SW 8 ey 
47 Race 20 9 0 eee 

Prot 169 64 0 ur 2 “020,” feos 
A8 REC, 2° eis ji rn A. 

Prot. [Se iste, bie 18 (O61 oNeS 
49 Bare Ae Bn 3 Pees 

Prot. Pee ade 6 42 7098. Nege 
50 aie COge sto 0 @- 0 

Prot 70 132m 16 Sik Gd SL AQ) Sones 
51 REC. 18s 30 0 Je 8 

Prot. Di haa 0 Die P2SS5e. <iNmae 
ae RC 5 (14 8 0 

Pro 1° 85 A Op utes RS 7) eee 
as Rac 3 eee ae 

Prot ee a See hc eae NOS] +). Nese 
cA Se Be. 2 7 a) 

Prot. poe bas) 2hu ae ae a082 "Neos 
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TABLE XXXIX 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS IN- FOUR 
EXPERIENCE GROUPS TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 
EXPECTATIONS, ITEMS 


en a 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax!? Sign. 
No. DS Pos -PSNe° DSN’ NR?) =o par. ** 
42 Toit 4 1 17 i 6 i: A OSS Ni Ss 
cago 8 4 36 Sz 24 3 B L325 NYSE 
TT te, 20 5 24 28 a4 ‘: C 5464 01 
Over 20 0 7 2d 19 2 D O62 sNeo 
E 2477 .N0S 
F 2143 Ness 
43 Ors 2 0 6 22 7 3 A 0906 NSE 
3-to 10 0 9 55 25, SLO B 0675 Nass 
Pisco, .20 1 if 46 1S Z G 100Q NSS 
Over: 20 a 4 30 18 2 D OVO Nes. 
Is 0655. NESS 
F QOAgs Ness 
4A LAOar2 4 27 4 0 5 A 0499 NSF 
Sete 1.0 6 76 Ne 1 3 B 0427 NeSe 
11 to 20 5 59 10 2 3 C 089) N.S. 
Over. 20 i 22 10 Z 3 D O25. (Nao: 
E LO26 NASS 
F 0837 Ness 
45 lnery2 10 23 3 il i A OZk1 NES 
Ss to-10 on 62 2 Z Z, B OM Se Nass 
LT to 20 Ls ye 6 ih 2 CG 045) NeSs 
Over 20 12 35 5 2 i D 123 Nees 
E 0956 NAS3 
F O32) NAS 
46 Leon e2 11 24 3 0 0 A 0494 NwSs 
3 to 10 a1 65 3 0 0 B Q666 NAS 
iT «te, 20 18 60 il 0 0 G QGL7 NNSE 
Over 20 18 36 1 0 0 D O85 NaS: 
E Q14 N.S. 
F 9995 Nest 
a? Leet ec i 6 0 0 0 A L730 Nags 
3rtG,.10 66 32 0 i! 0 B 1926 Nig 
LL te: 20 al Died 0 0 i G O60: NS: 
Over. 20 43 iz 0 0 0 D O21 NeSs 
ts TiS NGO. 
F So VNsSs 
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TABLE XXXIX (CONTINUED) 


Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax 
DS Poe PSN DSN © NR par.” 


1-er 2 5 20 10 a Zz A 155 
oto a0 6 44 Sz 5 12 B 063 
11 to 20 7 40 Lo 5 4 e 167 
Over 20 0 cal Le 2 4 D 090 
E 063 
F 104 
1 Or 2 0 De 0 4 A L17 
5.-tO. 10 2 56 19 2 20 B 12.5 
ie cons 3 48 10 5 13 G 113 
Over. 20 3 Ay As) Z 10 D 060 
E 040 
F 100 
ror ee Ll 20 4 1 2 A 083 
5 sto, 10: 33 56 5 0 5 B 083 
Litter 20 24 47 4 1 5 c 053 
Over. 20 15 35 7, al iN D 030 
E 097 
F 067 
lore 2 34 4 0 0 0 A 056 
5 to 10 83 1S 0 a 0 B 097 
Lito. 20 63 6 0 0 0 C 077 
Over 20 45 10 0 0 0 D 041 
E 020 
F O21 
LO ie 6 18 Lal 2 il A 4 06 
5 One 9 43 Si, 5 5 B 15 4 
11 ‘te, 20 7 Syl 5S 6 Zz C 104 
Over 20 4 25 19 3 4 D 044 
E 026 
F 047 
.: Ogee 6 21 7 3 at A 236 
3. to» 10 IES 34 44 3: 5 B 1505 
Lie tome 0 4 28 Za 15 10 G . 565 
Over 20 Ss 16 1 8a Bed 5 D 210 
E 246 
F 060 
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TABLE XXXIX (CONTINUED) 


Item Sub-Group > Responses * Com- 
No. Doi peOnGrONtSDON eNRe par.** 


54 1 (ord o 14 lig 3 1 A 
Sant Oma) Ue 28, 40 iW sal 8 B 

Ley, 6022.0 26 30 Ld 7 5 C 

Over 20 15 26 10 2 Z D 

E 

F 


087 
104 
140 
046 
119 
079 


* For explanation of- Response Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Compariosn Category see Table XII. 
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TABLE XL 
COMPARISON’ OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT THREE 


LEVELS OF TEACHER TRAINING TO COMMUNITY AND 
PROFESSIONAL: EXPECTATIONS ITEMS 


Item Sub - Group Responses Com- Dmax Sign. 
No. DS Poser che DONT NR) pare ** 








42 I year . 38 45 30 6 A 038 Neo. 
Z-oPyrTs. 5 ed 38 a7 1 B 040 NMS 
4=6 yrs: 0 ily/i 16 ibe 2 . 042 Neos 

43 Leyear 1 ala 67 50 6 A 040 NiO 
amu y TS. 1 7 Sui 25 6 B Je bal Nee 
4-6 yrs. 0 8 26 9 5 ie 083 Neo 

44 ] ee ViGO.G 8 87 ee 5 5 A 060 N.S. 
20 SaVXs Z ( aes) 0 Z B 081 Neon 
4-6 yrs 7 33 3 0 = C O83.. N.S, 

45 1 ace ng 26 84 8 2 3 A 061 Neo. 
Zooay irs 26 59 7 3 ‘| B 124 Neos 
4-6 yrs 16 29 0 ie ee G 0ese Wiss 

46 iy ear a2 89 oN 0 0 A 007 N24 
Ceo Gy CS 8) 68 5 0 0 B IES) Neo. 
4-6 yrs aA 20 2 0 0 C 1 Neos 

47 1 year 88 36 0 A 030 Ni. 
2-3 yrs hat 23 0 0 0 B 064 N.S. 
4-6 yrs on is) 0 a ik C 094 Neo. 

48 j year 10 66 36 6 6 A LOZ Neos 
ZS ey Ss, 5 44 34 4 9 B 135 N.S. 
OC rs, Z0 14 3 7 C 073 News 

AQ ifyear 2 68 30 6. 18 A 060 Noo. 
2-5 Vrs 2 58 18 Jip VAs) B 120 Neos 
4-6 yrs 4 25 4 2 lS G Zo N.S. 

50 1 year a7 76 6 i 4 A 078 N.S3 
f= 5 yrs 5, 49 10 2 4 B OS7 Nw. 
4-6 yrs LZ 29 3 1 5 C 073 Nios 

we iSyear Gs. 16 0 i 0 A O71 NiO 
2-3 yrs 76 20 0 0 0 B 030 Noon 
4-6 yrs 40 8 0 0 0 C 042 Neos 


. & i" n 
( au 
s _ - 
. oy 
eo 
Ws 
j ° A 
f ; 
ie 
. ‘ avery 
“ Shy 
; i 
re . & 
Ph 
; ; f 
‘ 4 yy a 
aay ; 







PATHOART YS WAVID Beene Tean ee. WOSTAAIMOD 
TALI {)' : Ald : YH ari. a OO {9 2 Java. 1 : 7 


: i ) MMU & s - 
wee rg nen Th ARA KO YS ies nae ty Ps aj, 
OMATI  @VOLTAYI JESAS UAKO whens LOKG t? on 
eS eS es Pe a ee 
=e ; = ————— eee. 
= a 


. - iO saegodeoi — quoto- due mott 
vw Yet Vie a4 f on 


— 





288 


TABLE: > XL (CONTINUED) 


Item Sub-Group Responses * Com- Dmax Sign. 

No. D Powers DON: pNRoeeparan® 

52 evcar 10 a9 44 8 fs) A nour NSS 
ao "yrs 1 an 53 29 6 SI B . 059 N.S. 
4-6 yrs 4 24 14 2 4 C ~104 N.S 

55 peyear 9 35 eS) 20 7 A e208 aS 
2-3 yrs 140 40. 36 fo 39 B L185 FN. S. 
4-6 yrs 4 hep eS 4 5 C 062 N.S. 

54 year 44 45 19 11 5 A a lid? N.S; 
Z~-30yrs 20 4] 20 10 5 B 2085 Nass 
4-6 yrs 14 20 5 5 6 C ~083 Nao 





*sHor explanation of Response Categories:«see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see.Table XIII. 
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TABLE XLI 


COMPARISON OF RESPONSES GIVEN BY TEACHERS WITH TEACHER 
TRAINING BEFORE 1960 AND TEACHERS WITH TRAINING AFTER 
1960 TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL EXPECTATIONS 
ITEMS 


———————————————————————————————— NN 


Item Sub-Group Responses Dmax Sign. 
No. DS PS PSN DSN NR: 


42 Before. 3 36 46 30 4 

After 4 42 50 36 4 8 ti ea No oe 
43 Before 1 ue 64 39 4 

After 1 10 84 29 12 .060 Nee 
A4 Before 9 84 16 5 5 

After 12 97 20 0 Ff ~033 Neo. 
45 Before 25 80 9 Z 3 

After 34 88 # 4 5 .040 NeSe 
A6 Before 30 87 2 0 0 

After 38 92 6 0 0 SO 27. NS. 
4 ‘7 Before 87 out 0 a 0 

After 92 43 0 0 A 2055 Now 
A8 Before 10 59 34 9 i 

RELET 8 67 45 Cpe PAS! ROR, Nios 
49 Before 4 66 26 of a 

After 4 81 wo OAS S041 Nios 
50 Betore 40 68 7 di g 

After sil 76 5 5 8 Amey Nios 
51 Betore Ge), hers 0 1 0 

After iat ZS 0. 0 0 Who Se N.S. 
5c Betore be’, 48 48 8 3 

After 14 64 44 il 7 069 Ness 
53 Before 7 38 46 La 6 

Aftex 19 58 41 if set Les OS 
&4 Betore Ai 40 20 2 6 

After 30 O54 DLS 12 9 » 1Z24 Nao 
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TABLE ;XLIT 


COMPARISON: OF” RESPONSES “GIVEN BY TEACHERS AT: THREE 
GRADE LEVELS TO COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL 
EXPECTATIONS: ITEMS 


Item Sub - Group Responses * Com- Dmax 
No. DS PS PSN DSN NR par.** 
Grades 
42 1 92, x3 he oe 4 ae OA 079 
25. 66 a 0 26 19 3: B .097 
7, 8o, 9° 2 34 a7 28 4A ¢ «O75 
43. 92533 1 6 8% 28) 2 a 079 
£ <5 66 1 ec as) oe A 063 
7 88, 09 6, a> 54° 2h &  ¢ 086 
44 aga aap) 2s ua Agmne 052 
Arp Age BG 5 MeSPgnSe) 6 Price, Ste 064 
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= hor expienation of Response- Categories see Table VII. 
**For explanation of Comparison Category see Table XV. 
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